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Introduction
In 1964 two geographers J.T. Coppock and H.C. Prince, published a book
of essays entitled Greater London, and seven years later in 1971, Francis
Sheppard published a review of the history of London during the nineteenth
century, entitled London 1808-187O: The Infernal Wen. Each book was the
first of its kind to be published for many years, and each thus exemplifies
and summarises the work of the post-war generation of scholars writing
+1about the Metropolis. Although a large number of topographical studies 
were already available, many of them consisted chiefly of chronological 
resumes of the history of streets, buildings and their inhabitants, and
i
there was little attempt to recognise patterns of growth, or to examine 
distributions.^^ (There were of course exceptions, of which the work of 
H. Ormsby and S.E. Rassmussen is notable.) An even larger number of
+1 In the preface to both books, the lack of any recent study in their 
respective fields is cited by the authors as the motivating force 
behind their researches. (-
'The theme of this book is the growth and 
character of contemporary London, as seen 
through the eyes of a group of geographers.
... The idea of the present volume germinated 
during preparations for the XX International 
Geographical Congress, London, 1964, when it 
became apparent that there was no contemporary 
book dealing with the major features of London's 
geography.',
(J.T. Coppock and H.C. Price).
'Nobody else has ventured to cover my chosen 
field, at least for very many years past. ...
It is an attempt to describe some of the
more important aspects of the history of London.',
(F. Sheppard).
+2 Of many such works that were published during the nineteenth and early 
part of the twentieth centuries and which dealt with London as a whole, 
only a few can be listed here. Examples include : W. Besant, South 
London, (London, l899)*, P. Fitzgerald, London City Suburbs, (London, 1893) ;W, 
Thornbury and E. Waiford. Old and New London, 6 volumes, (London, l877 ).
On a parochial level, the material is prolific; the examples listed 
below refer more particularly to the parishes now encompassed by,the 
bounds of the Boroughs of Camden and Lambeth. They comprise:
E.W.Brayley, A Tonograuhical History of Surrey. (London, 1878-81 
2nd ed.); G.Clinch, Marvlebone and St Paneras. (London,1890); 
C.H.Denyer (ed.), St Paneras Through the Centuries. (London, 1935); 
W.T.Phillips, Norwood in Days of Old. (London, 1912); C,A.White,
Sweet Hamnstead and its Associations. (London, 1903).
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historical studies illuminating the development of activities and
institutions were available, yet little attention had been paid to processes
of building and estate development, and pre-occupation with the effects of
transport technologies upon urban growth had hardly begun. (An interesting
forerunner to post-war studies of London is H.P. Clunn's introduction to
The Face of London, (London,1932)i which refers to rates of population growth,
traffic congestion in l846 and slum clearances.) As D.J. Olsen has pointed
out, in matters of town planning and residential development, it was Sir John
Summerson, in his study of Georgian London, (1943) who 'asked all the right
+1questions and gave most of the right answers.'
In the following decades,H.J. Dyos carried forward the study of suburban
development, including among his themes the relationship between railway
building and the supply of housing, while in 1964 D.J. Olsen enlarged upon the
various processes involved in the development of a metropolitan building 
+2estate. Almost at the same time came the first volume of A History of London
Transport (1963), followed in 1969 by J.R. Kellett's The Impact Of Railways
On Victorian Cities, which included a chapter on London and provided further
and critical examination of the idea that urban growth followed on the
provision of transport facilities.There was, as Francis Sheppard wrote,
'a constant and growing stream of theses (mostly unpublished), 
monographs and learned articles, all dealing with particular 
aspects of nineteenth-century London, many of them of the 
highest quality, but none of them attempting to take in the 
whole gigantic landscape at one glance. '+4
+1 D.J.Olsen, The growth of Victorian London,(London,1976),p.14.
+2 H.J.Dyos,The Suburban Development of Greater London South of the Thames,
1836-1914, PHD,University of London,(1932); 'Railways and Housing in 
Victorian London',Journal of Transport History,2 ,(1935-6 ); Victorian Suburb, 
a study of the growth of Camberwell,(London,1966);D.J.Olsen, Town Planning 
in London, the Eighteenth and Nineteenth Centuries, (Yale University Press, 
1964).
+3 One notable example of the theory that London's growth was due to the
provision of road and rail facilities to the virtual exclusion of all other
factors, is provided by M.L. Moore, A Century's Extension Of Passenger 
Transport Facilities, 1830-1930, PHD,University of London, (1948).
+4 F.Sheppard, op cit, p.xiii.
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The essays presented in Greater London review the growth of London as a 
whole, and examine the development and present character of component 
districts. An outline of physical geography and the network of communications 
is presented at the outset as the background to a discussion of patterns 
and distributions. In particular, attention is focussed on suburban 
development in northwest London over the century 1814-1914. The emphasis 
is on place and scene, with some reference to the processes at work.
Naturally, in London 1808-187O, priorities are reversed and the emphasis is 
on process and activity, with some reference to scenes and places. In 
particular, two chapters (the growth of London before the railways, and the 
transport revolution) review the growth of population, the development of 
building estates, problems of housing and the effects of railway construction.
By 1971 the study of London's development had thus been significantly
advanced, but there still remained areas open to more detailed investigation.
In particular, few writers had tried to relate the development of individual
+1districts to that of the Metropolis as a whole, nor had they attempted to 
accord equal importance to geographical and historical factors influencing 
expansion at either a metropolitan or a local level. The primary purpose 
of this thesis was thus to reconstruct stages of growth in selected 
districts of London, so as to identify and as far as possible assess the 
factors involved; to aid assessment, the study was to comprise two districts 
treated comparatively. Initially, geographical, social and econcwiic factors 
were to be examined, including the development of communications, but in 
relation to the districts chosen, little evidence was found as the study 
progressed, to link the pace of expansion with the provision of transport
+1 This point was made by D.A. Reeder, ‘A Theatre of Suburbs: Some Patterns 
of Development in West London,1801-T911% in H.J.Dyos, (ed.) , The 
Study of Urban History, (London, 1 971), p.2 5 4.
'There are still relatively few writers on London 
who have studied the history of particular places 
and estates to explain the nature of the process 
of suburban expansion or to exhibit some of the patterns 
of metropolitan growth and development.'
1*
facilities. On the other hand, land ownership and the processes of estate 
development were found to be highly significant, and it was therefore 
decided to complement the comparison of growth at district level with a 
study of individual properties, also arranged comparatively. Treatment 
here was to follow along the lines established by H.J. Dyos and D.J. Olsen, 
and accordingly, the focus was to be on housing and where possible, on 
residents. These detailed researches might then be seen in the context of 
similar studies, and in relation to London as a whole; furthermore it 
was hoped that such a study, while drawing on the methods current among 
both geographers and historians, might nevertheless make an informative 
contribution to the stream of literature to which Francis Sheppard referred.
An obvious pre-requisite was to establish bounds in time and space, and of 
necessity, these were complementary. The districts selected needed to 
experience their period of maximum building expansion over much the same 
interval in time, in order that the basic processes involved in their 
development might be broadly comparable. It was decided to adopt the 
nineteenth century as a broad temporal framework, and the logical unit of 
study thus presented was the civil parish, which represented the basic area 
for metropolitan organisation during this period. In the hope of 
establishing reciprocal trends in development, it was decided to extend the 
study area beyond the confines of a single parish, but clearly a parochial 
framework could not be totally abandoned; it was thus decided to select 
two groups of parishes, for which purposes it was found most convenient 
to adopt the Borough boundaries as established by the 1963 London Government 
Act. This created new administrative areas for the Metropolis based on an 
amalgamation of nineteenth century Boroughs, which in their turn represented 
groupings of nineteenth century parishes.
+1 The following are notable among the books that have been published during 
the 1970s: H.J. Dyos and M. Wolff (ed.). The Victorian City: Images and 
Realities, (London, 1973); D.J. Olsen, The growth of Victorian London, 
(London, 1976); F.M.L.Thompson, Hampstead, Building A Borough,1650-1964, 
(London, 1974).
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The selection of two suitable Boroughs was nonetheless hampered by the 
need to satisfy a number of requirements. Obviously neither should have 
been the subject of a previous comparative study of this nature, and as 
published work had tended to concentrate on areas north of the Thames,
(J.T. Coppock and H.C. Prince 1964), it was decided that one should be a 
south bank Borough. Hopefully this might bring to light possible north/south 
variations in development procedures and patterns. In order to make the 
comparison as fair as possible, both Boroughs were required to be broadly 
similar in terras of their area and topography, and to lie within the bounds 
of the 1888 Local Government Act, the latter circumscribing an area of 
relatively uniform building regulations. In general the Boroughs of Camden 
and Lambeth satisfy all these requirements as they lie on opposing banks of 
the Thames, within the bounds of the 1888 Act, and have not been the subject 
of comparative study. Camden is the smaller of the two Boroughs with an 
approximate area of 5400 acres; that of Lambeth (c.6700), reflects the fact 
that the Borough extends to a greater distance from central London than does 
Camden. Both Boroughs rise from the borders of the Thames flood plain, 
although only Lambeth has a riverine frontage, to reach more elevated 
neighbourhoods on their outer fringes; (the Northern or Hampstead-Highgate 
Heights of Camden, and the Southern or Crystal Palace Heights of Lambeth.)
In both instances, the Boroughs were largely built up by the end of the 
nineteenth century.
As with the spatial definition, the time-span of study also needed to be 
indicated more carefully than by the phrase, 'nineteenth century'. A 
logical terminal point was the census year 1901, since by then the main area 
of building activity had largely passed beyond both Boroughs. I801, as the 
year of the first census, while providing statistics for the earliest possible 
parochial comparison, was less suitable as a point of departure, since 
during the late eighteenth century building had been active both north and 
south of the Thames. It was therefore decided to include a brief review
18
of the final decades of the eighteenth century,while directing the main 
inquiry to the century to follow. The thesis thus comprises a total of 
nine chapters. The first provides an introduction to nineteenth century 
London, and identifies the major themes to be developed in subsequent 
chapters. This is followed by a chronological reconstruction of the 
progress of building within each Borough, using the census returns to 
examine densities and rates of increase of population and house stock, 
as well as indices of housing congestion. The main features evident from 
these respective studies are then compared and contrasted on a temporal 
and a spatial basis. The same sequence is then applied to specific building 
estates, with two examples taken from each Borough. In conclusion, the 
individual nature and progress of development within Camden and Lambeth 
is related to the more general concepts of urban development as a whole.
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CHAPTER 1
THE NATURE OF THE DEVELOPMENT OF NINETEENTH CENTURY LONDON;
INCENTIVES, CONSTRAINTS AND REGULATIONS.
London as a city expanded out of all recognition during the nineteenth
century. The metropolis in 1800 presented a compact oval area,
elongated along the axis of the river. To the east Rotherhithe and
Stepney were beginning to be engulfed in houses, and to the south
development stretched from a relatively solid bank in Southwark to
peter out in north Lambeth. Park Lane marked the western boundary and
the built up frontier to the north had partially reached, and in other
places was approaching the Euston Road. The pattern and progress of
expansion was as yet undisturbed by canal and later railway incursions,
and the countryside around was composed of small villages and the
inevitable ribbon development along the major roadways. 1 ) In 1822 a
contemporary voiced the opinion that London was already far too large -
’But what is to be the fata of the great wen of all? The 
monster, called, by the silly coxcombs of the press, "the 
metropolis of the empire?" ..... But how is this Wen to be 
dispersed? I know not whether it be to be done by knife 
or caustic; but dispersed it must bel ’ 2)
By 1900 the oval had become a circle bounded by Hampstead, Tottenham,
Stratford, Blackheath, Sydenham, Streatham, Putney and Hammersmith,
and new feelers snaked along both road and certain rail communications
into the countryside beyond. 3)
Population.
This expansion on the ground was accompanied by a commensurate growth
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in population. The I801 total of 958,863 had increased to 
just over four and a half million by 1901, and although in terms 
of overall numbers this expansion had been continuous, the rate of 
increase per decade had fluctuated. A minimum of 16% and a maximum 
of 21 % was returned for the period 1801 to 1881, while the closing 
years of the century witnessed a progressive reduction from 11 % 
during I88I to I89I, to just over 7% for the decade 1891 to I90I. 4)
This growth in population was the result of natural increase, as well as 
migration into the Metropolis from outside. Although the former played 
a significant role, London was undoubtedly the largest national centre 
of attraction for migrants during the nineteenth century. It has been 
estimated that the population increased through immigration by some 12% 
during the I850s and I860s, this figure rising to 15^ in the I8?0s and 
falling back again to 10^ during the 1880s. About half of those involved 
were drawn from the counties in the immediate vicinity of London and 
many chose to settle on the outskirts rather than in the more congested 
inner districts of the Metropolis. 5 ) The Irish immigrants proved a 
notable' exception, as many of them found a new home in the Holbom 
district of St Giles. The area’s reputation regarding the condition of 
both its housing and its inhabitants was an unsavoury one, but in 
general, statistics show that slum neighbourhoods were not the refuge of 
the immigrant.
*. • the slums of Victorian London were mostly occupied by second 
or later generation Londoners. It is clear that the connection 
between heavy provincial immigration and the slums was not a 
direct one. The slums of Victorian London are more properly 
thought of as settlement tanks for submerged Londoners than 
settlement areas for provincial immigrants to the city. ’ 6)
•H In London different sets of statistics refer to different units. The 
area embraced by the term ’Greater London’ was divided for census 
purposes during the nineteenth century into an ’inner’ and ’outer’ 
ring. The statistics here quoted all relate to the ’inner’ zone, which, 
with modifications, was eventually adopted as the County of London 
in 1888.
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In addition to these growth elements a complex pattern of intra­
metropolitan migration was to develop. In particular, the central 
districts were to lose population in increasing numbers as the century 
progressed, although it has been pointed out that Londoners in general 
were not long distance migrants, as many of those who left either 
found new homes in the outer suburbs or else settled in the counties 
adjacent to the Metropolis. 7)
Administrating bodies.
This expansion in terms of area and population was not accompanied by
a parallel growth in local government, the mechanisms of which failed
to keep pace with the growing complexity of the Metropolis.
’At the opening of the nineteenth century the term 
’local government ’ was not yet known, for government 
implies order, and in London order was still conspicuously 
absent, at least outside the City.’ 8)
The City was ruled by its ancient Corporation and beyond its bounds,
by 18l 1, were over ninety administrative parishes or precincts within
the three counties of Middlesex, Kent and Surrey. These exhibited
every conceivable variety of local assembly. The parishes were left
largely to their own devices in managing their affairs, the most
important of which were paving, lighting and cleansing of streets, the
relief of the poor and the upholding of the peace. Execution of these
duties was via the medium of a Vestry, often ’Open ’ in the small parishes
within the City or in the largely rural outer parishes, but more often
’Select’ or ’Close’ in the great new suburbs. As regards the former,
all male ratepayers were entitled to attend meetings, whereas under the
latter system, power was restricted to a small group of eminent residents. 9)
However the Vestries were frequently not responsible for the entire parish.
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The basic unit of expansion in nineteenth century London was the estate, 
and it was common practice for the various owners to apply to 
Parliament for an Act enabling them to grant building leases and provide 
certain services within their estate boundaries. These would include 
the watching, lighting and cleansing of the various streets to be 
built, for which services the inhabitants would be rated. In addition, 
many parishes contained lengths of turnpike roads administered by 
various trusts, who were empowered to levy tolls at various appointed 
gates and apply the money so received to the upkeep of their roads.
Few of these bodies attempted any liaison and as the century progressed 
more were established to deal with eventualities as they arose. It 
was only in 1855 that the first attempt to codify the situation occurred 
with the establishment of the Metropolitan Board of Works, the Act 
creating this authority also serving to abolish the various bodies 
governing estate holdings. 10) The Board covered an area of some 74,000  
acres embracing the thirty six registration districts of the I85l census 
but virtually omitting the City of London from its rules and regulations. 11) 
It involved a certain amount of local reorganisation, with the 
twenty three largest parishes retaining their Vestries in a reconstituted 
form, but the smaller parishes being arranged into District Boards whose 
members were not elected directly by the ratepayers as with the Vestries, 
but by each constituent parish Vestry. The main powers conferred upon 
these authorities were the management of local sewage and drainage, 
street lighting, paving and cleansing, and road improvements. 12)
However, as time progressed new situations arose which were again 
resolved by the creation of further ad hoc bodies. In 1879 a contributor 
to ’The Builder ’ magazine outlined the following elements in the 
government of the Metropolis;- thirty nine local government divisions; 
school board and parliamentary divisions; nineteen police districts;
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fifteen police court districte; thirteen county court districts; 
ten postal districts; thirty seven areas under the Registrar General; 
forty four Surveyors’ districts; fifteen militia districts; eight water 
and some further eight gas Company districts; the Corporation of 
Westminster; the Corporation of the City of London; the conservators 
of the Thames, and finally the ’confusion of the coroner ’. This 
writer maintained that the only agreement in area was between the 
school board and parliamentary divisions ! 13)
Unfortunately as time progressed the Metropolitan Board of Works proved 
increasingly unpopular. It had succeeded in establishing a master 
drainage system as well as implementing important street improvement 
schemes, 14) but as an indirectly elected authority, confidence in it 
came to be shaken by allegations of corruption, and an Enquiry conducted 
during 1888 exposed malpractice on the part of some of its members. 15) 
This ensured a welcome reception for the Government’s move to create 
a London County administration by the simple expedient of including 
the capital within the Local Government Act of 1888, which was to 
establish County Councils for the country as a whole. 16) The creation 
of the London County Council did not affect the City nor basically the 
existing Vestries and District Boards, but it gave the Metropolis a 
directly elected body which proved popular with the ratepayers. 17)
The area covered, however, was the same as that of the Metropolitan 
Board of Works:
’The boundary of this area may possibly have formed a dividing 
line between town and country in 1 855, or at any rate have 
served to indicate roughly the limits of the metropolis. But 
already in 1888, when the London County Council was established, 
it had long since ceased to have any significance from that or 
any other point of view. .... The area of the London County 
Council was obsolete from the first moment of its birth.’ 18)
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In addition many of the ad hoc organisations which had grown up
over the years were left untouched until the passing of the London
Government Act of 1899• This saw the creation of twenty eight
metropolitan Boroughs to finally supercede Vestry and District Board
administration, but once again the City was excluded from the Act,
and the area covered was simply that of the 1888 administrative County. 19)
There can be no doubt that the progress of reform in metropolitan
government during the nineteenth century can be seen as a series of
attempts at superimposition rather than rationalisation g a history
of measures that never quite caught up with the requirements of the
time.
Estates, tenures and building regulations.
•Before the formation of the Metropolitan Board of Works in
1855, and to a great extent thereafter, the primary planning
unit in London was the landed estate.• 20)
This could cover as little as a few streets or as much as several 
hundred acres, and estate owners largely acted as independent agents
with little consideration for the requirements of their neighbours.
They rarely developed their land themselves, preferring either to sell 
outright or else to retain the freehold interest and grant building 
leases. The latter was the most usual practice, whereby the developer 
would enter into a building agreement with the ground landlord, 
stipulating terms and conditions of expansion. Once a house was completed, 
a building lease would be granted to either the builder himself or his 
nominee. 22)
+1 In general, from the late eighteenth century to the raid nineteenth, 
the standard lease length for London was ninety nine years, although 
shorter terms were also offered, especially towards the close of 
the nineteenth century. 21 )
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As the century progressed and the bnilt-up area of London increased,
the quality of much of the resulting housing gave rise to contemporary
concern. I4any equated leasehold development with defective housing,
both as the result of a conscious policy on the part of the builder
and as a secondary product of the general system itself. They claimed
that the houses were only built to last out the lease term, and as the
terms of years granted decreased, so proportionately did the house
quality. In addition, as the lease neared its termination, the
property was poorly maintained and rack rented. 23) As early as
1826, a visitor to the Metropolis wrote to his.wife:-
*You remember what I told you of the mode of letting land 
in this country. As the builders have only ninety-nine years 
to reckon on, they build as slightly as possible; the 
consequence of which is that one is not very sure of one's 
life in some of the London houses. A house, by no means 
old, fell last night in St James-street, close by me, just 
like a house of cards, carrying the other half of another 
with it. Several persons were severly hurt, but the greater 
number had time to escape, as there were threatening 
warnings. Such is the rapidity with which they build here, 
that in a month the whole will doubtless be standing again, 
though perhaps not much safer than before. * 21;)
However, the system also had its supporters who argued the very reverse,
maintaining that the restrictive covenants included in the building
agreements gave rise to an improved standard of development. Moreover,
a leasehold estate would be under some sort of supervision during its
lifetime, and once the lease fell in, redevelopment could occur. 25)
These apparently opposing points of view can to some extent be 
reconciled if a further and fundamental aspect of metropolitan building 
is taken into consideration. During the nineteenth century, development 
was primarily conducted on a speculative basis, and it would appear 
that it was this element of uncertainty which frequently contributed 
to the growth of shoddy housing. The calibre of those individuals 
entering upon speculative ventures was often suspect, for credit rather
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than capital was used to finance building operations. Their aim was to 
dispose of a house as soon as it was complete, thus relieving themselves 
of any further interest in the property. 26) In the absence of effective 
control by the ground landlord, this attitude goes a long way towards 
explaining the instances of poor development on leasehold estates.
However, defective housing was also apparent on freehold property, for 
although these were in a minority compared with leasehold developments, 
they were also largely the product of the speculative builder. In fact 
standards may have been even lower here, as freehold estates lacked any 
supervision of development policy by a ground landlord. 2?)
All these processes had obviously to function within the existing 
framework of building regulations, but as with the development of 
effective governing machinery the main conclusion to emerge is that 
metropolitan legislation failed to keep pace with requirements. As such 
it could well have exacerbated the already suspect actions of the 
speculative builder.
'The history of the building regulations is an unsatisfactory 
and badly told tale of the regulators never quite catching 
up with the builders, and of the piecemeal enlarging of the 
statutory code so as to reduce risks frcxn fire and to health.' 28)
The 1774 Building Act was still in force in 1800 and affected the
Cities of London and Westminster together with the Liberties thereof,
and all the other parishes, precincts and places within the weekly bills
of mortality. In addition the parishes of St Marylebone, Paddington,
St Paneras and St Luke Chelsea were also included within its jurisdiction.
29) Surveyors were appointed to administer the Act 30) which divided
buildings into seven rates or classes, dealt with the prevention and
control of fire, the restriction of encroachments on streets and the
procedure for dealing with dangerous structures. 31) However, it still
left many problems
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unsolved. For example, the width of new streets was not stipulated, 
nor was building height; houses could be erected without provision 
for open space at the rear, and no regulations as yet existed to 
control the height of habitable rooms or their lighting and 
ventilation. 32)
In ^QUh a new Building Act was passed, which covered the north London 
parishes of Fulham, Hammersmith, Kensington, Hampstead, Horns 
Tottenham, St Paneras, Islington, Stoke Newington, Hackney, 
Stratford-le-Bow, Bromley, Poplar, and Shadwell, together with part 
of Chelsea; and the south London parishes of Woolwich, Charlton, 
Greenwich, Deptford, Lee, Lewisham, Camberwell, Lambeth, Streatham, 
Tooting, and Wandsworth. 33) The principal advances concerned the 
fact that heights of buildings were now limited to the width of new 
streets; every new street was to be at least forty feet wide and 
every new alley or mews at least twenty; regulations governing the 
use of underground rooms as dwellings were introduced; limited heights 
as to habitable rooms let as separate dwellings were established; 
and rules on cesspools and drains plus restrictions concerning 
deleterious, noxious and dangerous businesses were also included.
But the Act said nothing about the ventilation and lighting of habitable 
rooms other than those underground, and buildings could still be 
erected to any height on old streets of any width. 34)
In 1855 a further Metropolitan Building Act was passed, to be
r
administered by the newly created Metropolitan Board of Works, and 
although it contained radical alterations in administrative procedure, 
the Act included little else of importance, other than changes in the 
regulations governing the thicknesses of walls. 35) The Metropolis
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Management Amendment Act of 1862 introduced further restrictions 
relating to the height of buildings on new streets, but it was only 
in 1890 that similar legislation was passed in connection with 
buildings fronting existing roads. 36) This measure was soon followed 
by the comprehensive 1894 Building Act, promoted by the London County 
Council and designed to regulate
widths of streets, lines of frontages, open spaces 
to dwellings, heights of buildings and projections there­
from, ventilation and height of habitable rooms and the 
control and prevention of the spread of fire.* 37)
Unfortunately such cumulative legislation could only secure a gradual
improvement in housing standards, and it was obvious to contemporary
observers that the homes of many Londoners left a lot to be desired.
The recognition of slums and attempts at their removal.
These areas of defective housing were groiqped together under the 
general title of 'slums,' but to attempt a definition of what exactly 
was meant by this term during the nineteenth century, is a difficult 
task.
'.... slums have always been .... relative things, both 
in terms of neighbouring affluence and in terms of what 
is intolerable or accepted by those living in or near 
them. Such a term has no fixity. ... it was being 
applied with varying force over the period and with 
different emphasis at any one time by different social
classes; it was being used in effect for a whole range
of social and political purposes; and the very districts 
which were liable to be labelled with it were approaching 
that condition at different speeds and for various 
reasons. It is not possible now to invent a satisfactory 
definition of a slum, even a London one, in the nineteenth
century.   Slums are three -dimensional obscenities
whether in bricks and mortar, wattle and mud, timber and 
corrugated iron, or asbestos; .... Yet there is no 
definition that is applicable to historical evidence 
that can translate this into some handy yardstick.' 38)
Despite these difficulties and the virtual impossibility of arriving
at a single definition, it is evident from contemporary reports that
39
there were all too many of these 'three-dimensional obscenities* 
of one kind or another visible over the townscape of nineteenth 
century London, Their causes were various. Lax building regulations 
and the actions of unscrupulous builders gave rise to areas of mean 
and cramped dwellings, often constructed from poor materials and 
possessing inadequate drainage and sanitation. The age of the 
buildings involved together with a general absence of funds to 
modernise also played their part, while the location of a neighbourhood 
could prove deleterious in its own right. Nearby railway lines or 
industrial premises, and such phenomena as periodic flooding, would 
all serve to reduce the value of housing. The subdivision of dwellings 
was also of importance, as this served to greatly increase the 
population density. This frequently occuired where a formerly select 
middle class residential district fell from favour. The vacated 
houses were too large for any other class but that for which they 
had been built, and could only be economically occupied by division 
into tenements. 39) Increasing population congestion was undoubtedly 
a factor of prime significance in slum formation and was largely 
born of an Unbalance between the supply and demand for cheap housing.
The first attempts at slum clearance were a by-product of the 
extensive demolitions required for railway building and street 
iDçrovements, these schemes largely affecting working class districts.^ 
By the l8UOs there could be no greater supporting claim in favour of 
a street io^rovement scheme other than that it sought to improve a 
slum area. 41 ) Unfortunately due to the nature of their ençloyment
•H The price of the land was cheaper in such neighbourhoods, and 
the landowners were less likely to object to a line's 
passage. 4 0)
a large number of those displaced needed to stay in the immediate ^ ®
neighbourhood. Thus instead of ameliorating conditions of
overcrowding these demolitions frequently exacerbated them, as the
result was usually an increase in the population density of
neighbouring streets. 42)
’So long as employment remained on a casual basis, 
with the number of jobs going fluctuating violently 
from day to day or hour to hour, not only for unskilled 
but also for some of the most skilled trades, working 
men were obliged to live within reasonably close walking 
distance of their work. The distance considered practicable 
varied between trades and might stretch to three or four 
miles, but there are many signs that working men often 
felt chained more closely to their workplaces than that.' 43)
Evidence collected by the Royal Commission on the Housing of the
Working Classes, in 1884-5, found that despite the many metropolitan
railway lines that had been built no rehousing scheme had been
executed by any Company. In addition, even though these rehousing
obligations were strictly enforced during subsequent years, they
were rarely effective. 44) This was largely due to the fact that
alternative housing was seldom made available by the railway company
before the buildings scheduled were demolished. The inevitable time
lag between demolition and the provision of alternative accommodation
also meant that the new buildings were rarely occupied by the same
persons as those originally displaced. 45)
The first legislature to provide for rehousing in the case of street 
improvements was passed in 18?7, and required that new accommodation 
should be built before the old could be destroyed. However this
provision postdated the implementation of several extensive schemes 
such as the building of New Oxford Street in the late 1840s, and 
the river embankments completed in the late I860s and early 1870s.
Inevitably great hardship must have resulted for many of those who 
lost their homes.
+1 The Secretary of State had to be satisfied that sufficient accommo­
dation had been provided in alternative dwellings, before fifteen or 
more houses occupied partially or wholly by the labouring classes 
could be acquired. In l88$, this minimum requirement was raised to 
twenty. The amount of vacant suitable accommodation in the vicinity 
of the street improvement was taken into consideration when deter­
mining the numbers to be rehoused, and the Secretary of State was 
empowered to dispense entirely with the rehousing obligation, should 
he see fit to do so. 4 6 ) _____________________ _
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by Charles Booth 
A comprehensiva survey of London conducted^at the close of the
century revealed many impoverished neighbourhoods. These were
not solely confined to the central districts of the Metropolis,
but could also be found in the certain parts of the fringing,
outer parishes. 47) Revised building laws may have resulted in
an improved standard of housing but this was a slow process and
often failed to match the pace of expansion. Until the closing
decades of the century and in the absence of effective slum clearance
legislation, the demolitions associated with railway and street
improvement schemes represented the sole method by which large scale
removal of insanitary conditions could be affected. In fact, a
major problem facing those who sought to improve the housing conditions
of the working classes was the contemporary attitude which favoured
self help as opposed to state intervention, the latter only gaining
partial acceptance as the century drew to a close. 48) Private
enterprise had by then made little headway in removing the slum
areas that existed on many estates, although it should be noted that
redevelopment on an appreciable scale was only possible where the
houses in question were in the hands of a single individual. Even
so, demolition would have involved a considerable if temporary loss
of income, and in the case of a leasehold estate, was only possible
with the simultaneous reversion to the landlord of the leases of all
the property so affected.
An intermediate step was taken in mid century with the establishment of 
a number of private housing associations, all designed to provide 'model dwell­
ings' for the labouring classes. They made their first appearance 
in London during the 1 840s, and the movement gained a nickname of 
*5^ philanthropy' in reference to the usual low dividend paid to
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investors. 49) Unfortunately the scale of their operations was
such that they could only provide homes for a small percentage
of London’s population, and in addition, by catering primarily
for what could be termed the ’respectable’ elements among the
labouring classes, they left the lower strata of society largely
untouched. 50)
’None was a commercial enterprise in the proper sense
of the word: there was an element of philanthropy in
each of them and they genuinely put the welfare of the 
people they sought to benefit as their first priority.
But it would be foolish to pretend that they solved 
the mid-century housing problem; they merely showed 
how increasingly difficult it was for private 
enterprise to view the problem in an abstract way 
in the teeth of financial stringency.’ 51 )
In view of the contemporary reluctance to promote state intervention,
it is not surprising that the 1855 Act to establish the I4etropolitan
Board of Works did not provide the Board with any powers to act
in housing matters. 52) The Torrens Act of 1868 which was the
first housing measure to be passed since the creation of the Board 
4-1of Works, merely enabled district authorities to deal with single 
insanitary dwellings, 54) and it was only in 18?5 that the climate 
had sufficiently altered to permit the passing of the Artisans’ 
and Labourers’ Dwellings Improvement Act, (commonly called the 
Cross Act after its promoter) which conferred the necessary powers 
to the Board of Works to enable it to acquire insanitary dwellings 
and demolish them, selling or letting the site for housing to 
accommodate as many had been displaced by the clearance. 55) Even 
so this measure did not lead to the promotion of many iirprovement
+1 Two Acts were passed during the 1850s with respect to lodging 
houses. One provided for the regulation and inspection of 
common lodging houses and the other stipulated that a local 
authority could provide lodging houses for the labouring classes. 
As the latter was an adoptive Act it proved of little use. 53)
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schemes, as the Board was required to pay the market price for the 
land it sought to redevelop, which could be high if it had commercial 
value, but it was forced to dispose of the property at the much 
lower rehousing price, as it had no powers itself to provide new 
dwellings. 56) The necessary 'root and branch' reform did not 
come until the 1890 Housing Act, which rendered more effective 
both the Torrens and Cross Acts, and conferred powers on the local
4*1authorities to build and own lodging houses and other dwellings. 57) 
Clearance schemes were required to rehouse as many as were displaced 
on or near the site affected. 59) These powers were subsequently 
enlarged in 1894 and 1900, after which local authorities could 
acquire land outside their boundaries for housing purposes. 60)
However there still remained a substantial housing problem to be 
solved at the close of the century. This was particularly true of 
the inner districts of the Metropolis. Although certain members 
of the artisan class had benefited from inproved working conditions 
and could afford to vacate these central neighbourhoods, their place 
had been taken by a poorer class of worker, who could neither afford 
to enter the speculative housing market or yet pay for a model 
dwelling. In fact the general feeling of progress in providing 
working class housing only served to hide the problems of this 
social class, for whom the housing movement could never hope in 
nineteenth century terms to provide new homes. 6l )
+1 The Torrens and Cross Acts had previously been amended in 
1879, and 1882 saw the passing of a weak measure whose main 
objective was to reduce the housing obligation to half of 
those displaced. 58)
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The changing suburbs.
Some of those artisans who left the central area simply migrated 
a few miles to take up residence in the suburbs. In themselves 
these were dynamic zones, for as London grew the suburb of 
yesterday became the metropolitan district of tomorrow. The rate 
of decennial increase in population varied, but in some districts 
it might approach 100^ over short periods. As a result, the 
social character of suburban districts could undergo dramatic 
changes.
At some point the suburban estate owner made a conscious decision 
between the types of development possible, whether to erect housing 
for the rich, the comfortably-off, or the working classes. Although 
the landowner might have a distinct preference, such as to build 
with the view of passing on a substantial property to his heirs, 
or to provide a maximum and immediate addition to his income, he 
would be unsuccessful in his aims unless a sufficient demand 
existed for the type of housing he wished to achieve. For most, 
the choice of development type was primarily influenced by the 
date at which building was planned to commence, as this determined 
the class of person most likely to be seeking a suburban residence. 
However, the relative advantages of the estate in terms of its 
local environment were also important considerations. For example, 
a property separated from the contemporary building frontier by 
a tract of open countryside, might well appear more attractive to 
an affluent class of resident than a development standing in closer 
proximity to the Metropolis. The location of an estate in a 
wooded or hilly neighbourhood could also prove advantageous to the 
development of a better class of housing. Estate size was a further 
consideration which assumed increasing importance with the passage 
of time. From an economic standpoint it was logical to develop
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a property of only a few acres under a relatively dense spread of 
housing, as such intensive land use was likely to produce a 
greater profit than the building of a few spacious villas.
As time progressed so the numbers seeking a suburban home increased 
and the development opportunities open to estate owners likewise 
expanded. The late eighteenth century resident of the outer 
suburbs was a wealthy individual for at that time public transport 
was both minimal and expensive, and only this class could afford 
to live at any distance from the Metropolis. As the building 
frontier advanced and public transport facilities increased, 
suburban development was primarily aimed at the middle and
upner working classes, this process aided by a general _
increase in the latter's prosperity, together with certain
cheap tram and rail fares. 62) :‘.i’
■
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As the building frontier advanced so certain districts moved in 
status from suburb to town. In addition, the spread of building 
engulfed those neighbourhoods that had once stood at an appreciable 
distance from the Metropolis. In both instances the districts 
affected could undergo profound changes, since their attraction 
for a wealthier class of resident diminished noticeably as contact 
with the Metropolis increased. Those who could afford to do so 
removed their residence to a more remote neighbourhood and their 
vacated property was either demolished and the site redeveloped, 
or if on a suitably smaller scale, the house would be subdivided 
and let on multiple occupancy.
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However, these changes were by no means inevitable. For example, 
a well managed estate developed along spacious lines could continue 
to appeal to a good class of resident and maintain an attractive 
environment, even though the building frontier had long since 
passed beyond and the style of development on adjacent properties 
had been more cramped. In fact, the differentiations that can 
be drawn between suburbs at any point in time were first and 
foremost the result of the various estate owners’ response to 
what they considered to be the opportunities for development.
Organisation of transport.
The phrase 'transport revolution’ so often coined to describe 
nineteenth century conditions, affected London as profoundly as 
any other city in the country. Its progress should be viewed in 
the light of contemporary attitudes and opinions, for although 
Parliamentary sanction was required for rail, tram and certain 
street schemes, and despite the fact that recommendations were 
made via the medium of Select Committees, the development of 
transport facilities was primarily influenced by the prevailing 
climate of private enterprise and fl*ee competition. The outcome 
was an almost total lack of co-ordination in laying down routes 
and facilities, and the virtual absence of any effective central 
planning organisations
With the exception of certain major communications, the creation 
of London’s network of streets during the nineteenth century was 
the work of private individuals. The most important contribution 
was made the various estate owners. Often little or no
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co-operation prevailed when adjacent but separately owned 
properties were developed, and hence the road pattern assumed a 
haphazard appearance.
nothing is more striking in London than the 
utter confusion and want of plan in the place taken 
as a whole; it is more like a collection of towns 
than one town, and the streets wind about and bend 
here and there in a sort of fortuitious manner, as 
if their position were the result of chance. The 
rights of separate individuals everywhere seem to 
override the public advantage *. 6 3 )
Street improvements were the one area in which both the Metropolitan
Board of Works and its successor the London County Council could
act. However, under the former authority delays were caused by
problems concerning both the framework within which street in^rovements
were to be executed and also the question of rehousing, while
under the latter, a suitable source of finance was a major stumbling
block. Nonetheless, the Board did manage to achieve some fine
results, albeit that the total volume of works executed during
the century left much to be desired.
+1 Under the Metropolitan Board of Works street improvements 
costing over a certain sum were initially required to be 
sanctioned either by the Commissioners of Works and Public 
Buildings, or else by Parliament. Later this ruling was rescinded. 
However the Board did not possess any compulsory purchase 
powers except as regards certain frontages under an Act of 
1 8 6 2 , and thus to effect an important street improvement an 
Act of Parliament was nearly always required. The question 
of rehousing also hindered the speedy execution of schemes. 64) 
finance for the Board was from two main sources,namely the 
rates and part of the proceeds of the wine and coal duties.
The London County Council did not seek a continuance of the 
latter and thus were reluctant to sanction major inqprovements 
in the absence of any new source of revenue. It was only in 
1895 when Parliament accepted the principle of ’betterment* 
or the levying of an improvement rate on the area affected 
by a street improvement, that such schemes were able to 
get underway again. 65)
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In addition to the actions of the estate owners, certain metropolitan 
roads were built and maintained by private organisations constituted 
as Turnpike Trusts. To these bodies were also entrusted already 
established lengths of road in order to keep them in good repair.
The Trusts were empowered to establish gates and barriers across 
their roads and charge a toll on traffic which passed through, 
part of the money so raised being used to maintain these roads and 
if necessary, defray the costs of building them. Contenqporaries 
often argued that turnpike gates constituted a serious obstacle to 
free movement 66) and some maintained their very existence could 
serve to depress house values and hinder the development of a 
neighbourhood. 6?) For example, a disparity might be noted as 
between the houses on the ’town’ side and on the ’county’ side of 
a gate, 68) the latter hard to let as the payment of toll constituted 
an extra cost that had to be accommodated within a family’s budget.
As the century progressed and the building frontier advanced beyond 
many of the inner gates, their existence came to be regarded as 
an increasing anachronism. Although some amalgamation of the various 
Trust authorities occurred and in 1850 certain of the Surrey 
side gates were set back at a greater distance from the inner 
districts, 70) it was not until the mid l860s that large scale 
removal of barriers both north and south of the river occurred.*^
Limited rationalisation occurred on the south bank with the 
creation of such bodies as the Surrey New Roads, and the Surrey 
and Sussex Trust , but in 1 826 nearly all the Middlesex Trusts 
were combined to form the single Metropolis Roads Commission. 69)
+2 The first large scale removal of barriers north of the river came
in 1864 and affected some fifty miles of road and some eighty gstes, 71 ) 
although the Metropolis Roads Commission was only finally wound 
up in 1872. 72) South of the Thames, one hundred and eight miles 
of road and sixty one gates were freed from toll as from midnight 
on the 31st of October,1865. 73)
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However this did not affect the rights of some estate owners to 
maintain barriers across their private roads. Certain of these 
lingered on into the twentieth century and in some cases proved 
serious obstacles to internal movement.
This phenomenon of restricting free passage was also observable in 
connection with the majority of the Thames bridges. Again these 
were usually built by private companies who employed the same methods 
as those used by the Turnpike Trusts for recoupment and maintenance: 
they levied tolls. Although there were only three ’free* bridges 
in 1855, namely London, Westminster and Blackfriars, between 1878 
and 1880, the Metropolitan Board of Works managed to purchase the 
interests of eleven more, abolishing the toll charge and reserving 
them for the perpetual use of the public. 74)
The introduction of new forms of transport to nineteenth century 
London was again the result of private enterprise and a minimum of 
state intervention. These comprised bus, train and tram services, 
each of which served to extend the possibilities available to the 
travelling public.
In 1800 the only forms of transport had been the short stage and 
hackney coach, and due to minimal services and the high cost of 
fares, these were largely the prerogative of the wealthy. The first 
bus service appeared on the Euston Road in 1829, and other proprietors 
soon followed suit. 75) In the mid 18508 the London General Omnibus 
Conqpany came into being, and through buying up many of the already 
existing companies, soon became London’s largest operator. Its 
main rival, the London Road Car Company^was established some 
twenty four years later, in 1880. 76)
40
Railway construction took place in a series of building spates.
Between 1 8 3 6  and 18 3 7 , eleven Acts were passed for lines wholly or 
partly in London, and from 1844 to 1847, twenty five Acts which affected 
the Metropolis were sanctioned. 77) The late l850s and 1860s also 
witnessed a marked degree of railway activity south of the river, and 
by the raid 1 870s the modem railway map of central London had been 
largely established, as only the Marylebone extension and the tube lines 
were yet to be built. 7 8 )
Despite the prevailing attitude favouring free enterprise. Parliament
was compelled to intervene in 1846, as the nineteen lines and termini
then projected would have cut the Metropolis to pieces.
'Not even the most laissez-faire of administrations could 
sit back and allow the wholesale demolition and severance 
of urban property and the intersection of crowded 
thoroughfares which the schemes, if authorised piecemeal, 
would involve.' 79)
A Royal Commission was set up to enquire into the merits of the various
schemes, and in due course it produced a list of general conclusions. 80)
Among these it recommended that no lines should be permitted to encroach
on a central area bounded by Park Lane, Edgware Road, the Euston Road,
City Road, Bishopsgate Street, London Bridge, Borough Road, Vauxhall
Bridge and Vauxhall Road; it considered that a single central terminus
was undesirable, and finally, that the lines north and south of the
river should be linked. 81) The outcome of this Parliamentary enquiry
affected the success of both contemporary and subsequent railway
promotions. Although certain of its recommendations were later eroded, ^or
example, the line to Farringdon Street together with the Cannon Street
and Broad Street/Liverpool Street termini were allowed to encroach within
the limits set for the inner zoneno central station was built, and the
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lines north and south of the river were eventually linked by means 
of a rather tortuous interchange between the various companies 
concerned.
In chronological terms, the final innovation was the tram. Three 
experimental lines had been laid down and removed in 1861-1862, 
and it was not until 1869 that Parliament sanctioned the permanent 
lines of three other companies: the Metropolitan Street Tramways; 
the Pimlico, Peckham and Greenwich and finally the North Metropolitan. 
In 1 8 7 0 , the Pimlico and Metropolitan Street amalgamated to form a 
new concern, the London Tramways Company Limited, and four of its 
leading members were named as promoters of a further undertaking, 
the London Street Tramways. 82)
By the close of the century the public transport facilities of 
London thus represented a mass of unco-ordinated services. As 
with the road network, this was the result of minimal state 
intervention and self-interested private enterprise. All the 
companies involved were anxious to acquire the lion's share of 
available traffic. Thus two or three railway lines might establish 
a separate station in a single neighbourhood, and the desire to 
possess an independant metropolitan terminus led to the close 
juxtaposition of the four main line stations on Euston Road, and 
the adjacent Broad Street and Liverpool Street stations in the 
eastern part of the Metropolis. There were instances of co-operation, 
for certain of the companies had running powers over each other's 
lines, but these were somewhat tenuous and self-interested links.
The field of road transport also suffered: the bus companies were 
forced into 'associations' or running agreements in an attempt to 
reduce competition, and both bus and tram lines could compete for
 ^I'i'k
42
passengers along the same length of road.
Again the absence of a central controlling authority is evident;
the Metropolitan Board of Works and London County Council never had
the powers to promote an integrated transport scheme for London,
and in addition, much of the expansion in bus and rail services
predated the establishment of the Board. It was the later
development of tram lines which offered to the local authority
a real opportunity for integrating routes and services. Unfortunately,
what the 18?0 Tramways Act gave with one hand, it took away with
the other. It enabled the Metropolitan Board of Works and later
the London County Council to purchase the lines of the various
companies, but only after a period of delay, usually of twenty one
years. 83) This obligatory interval resulted in the building of
a disjointed system. Under the same Act, the Metropolitan Board
of Works was also ençowered to build its own tramways. It never
exercised this option, 84) and although this could be regarded as
a classic example of missed opportunity, even had the Board's decision
been otherwise, it was unlikely that a co-ordinated system could have
been achieved. Firstly there was the fact that in 1872 Parliament
prohibited the extension of tram lines in central London, 85) and
secondly, both street authorities (the Vestries and District Boards)
as well as frontagers had the right to veto schemes under certain 
4*1
conditions.
•M Under the I87O Tramways Act, the street authority's sanction to 
a tramway scheme was required and the frontagers along the line of 
a proposed tramway could also veto a scheme under certain conditions. 
However, if a line ran through several areas, and had local authority 
support along f of its entire length, the promoters could then overcome 
any opposition from the remaining local authorities. In addition, 
the Metropolitan Board of Works was created the tramway authority for 
its area, and if a tramway company proceeded by Private Bill and not 
under the Provisional Orders sanctioned by the 1870 Act, the Board's 
support could go a long way towards cancelling street authority 
opposition. However this loophole was abolished when Parliament decided 
the procedure on Private Bills should be the same as that required for 
Provisional Orders and the consent of the street authorities became 
a prerequisite of all tramway schemes. 86)________________________ _
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When the role of transport in relation to building development 
is considered, two distinct aspects must be borne in mind. One 
is the provision of the ground line, be it rail or road, and the 
other, the means of its use and provision for conveyance. The 
first affects the spatial layout, may require demolitions and 
imposes artificial boundaries or barriers, while the second controls 
the possibility of movement. In fact the bus, train and tram 
were to develop distinctive roles in relation to their catchment 
areas, as well as in their commuting services and the class of 
traveller for whom they made provision.
By virtue of its fare levels and hours of operating, the bus was
mainly a middle class vehicle. 8?) It enjoyed a monopoly of the
traffic on the central London streets due to the exclusion of the
tram, and until the twentieth century, an almost total absence
of rail communication. However road transport was limited in its
spatial expansion by the fact that bus and tram journeys of six
miles or so, (about an hour's actual travelling time) were the
maximum that people with choice were willing to tolerate, 88)
while the physical capabilities of the horse added a further constraint. ^
Beyond this effective radius of the horse tram and bus, the steam 
train came into its own, 89) although until the I860s regular 
suburban travel by rail was confined to a small percentage of the 
middle class. 90) However by the close of the century certain less 
substantial members of this class together with a small number of 
more affluent artisans were also using the train for their daily 
commuting. 91 )
+1 The twentieth century saw an extension in road services with the 
use of both the petrol engine and the electric cable.
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From the outset, the tram was more of a working class vehicle.
To some extent this was influenced by the fact that of the three 
experimental lines of the I360s, only one was subsequently rebuilt 
and this ran through Kennington, an area of high working class 
population. Of greater significance, however, was the high capital 
outlay required to lay down the lines, which meant that they needed 
to traverse densely populated areas, and therefore their natural 
home was seen as the working class district. In addition, their 
fares were such that a poorer class of person could afford to use 
them; for example, the companies established in 1869 were all 
required by law to operate a workman's service between certain 
hours and charging a statutory fare. 92)
In fact, the whole question of working class mobility was one that 
attracted much attention during the nineteenth century. Contemporaries 
came to view working class migration to the healthier outer suburbs 
as a possible means of alleviating the housing problems of the inner 
districts, but as most breadwinners were employed in central London, 
such movement was only feasible if suitable transport facilities 
were provided. The earliest attempt was made in 1844, with Gladstone's 
'Parliamentary Train' Act, which required all passenger companies 
to run at least one train in each direction on weekdays, at a fare 
of not more than Id per mile. It was to travel at not less than 
twelve miles per hour and stop at each station, and in return, 
the companies were relieved of passenger tax payable on all third 
class journeys on these trains. 93) However, fares at a penny a mile 
were still too high for most workers to afford on a regular basis, 
and thus had little effect in encouraging outwards migration from 
the congested central districts. 94)
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A second and similar step was taken in 1883 with the passing of 
an Act that repealed passenger duty on all fares of Id per mile, 
and compelled companies to introduce workmen ' s fares as and when 
required by the Board of Trade. To some extent, the subsequent 
provision of these services came to depend on the degree of pressure 
that could be brought to bear on this authority. 95)
In view of the difficulties in alleviating the appalling housing
conditions of many working class neighbourhoods, the London County Council
took this question of migration and transport provision very seriously.
'Experience thus supports the almost unanimous opinion 
of all who have thought and written upon the subject, that 
the only prompt and effectual means of diminishing the 
deplorable amount of overcrowding which still exists in 
many parts of London is to provide, on all metropolitan 
railways, an adequate and, as regards hours of running, 
a convenient service of workmen's trains, suitable to 
all the varied requirements of the working classes in 
reference to their hours of commencing labour. ' 96)
Although lacking any real powers to act on the subject, the London
County Council nonetheless strove to get improvements made to the
service of workmen's trains. It maintained that the hours of
operation were not suited to the needs of most workers, and that
the number of trains run was inadequate. In addition, the level
of fares and the conditions of issue of workmen's tickets also
came in for criticism, with a new cause of concern stemming from
the unequal distribution of these services throughout the various
districts of the Metropolis.
'Under their present arrangements, workmen are compelled 
to shun the districts of some companies and to crowd into 
others where they receive more considerate treatment, and 
where, in consequence, the traffic is now becoming so 
enomous as to be almost unmanageable, this may result in 
the development of a new difficulty, unless all the companies 
are corbelled to take their fair share of the general 
statutory obligation resting upon them, by offering such 
facilities as will enable working men to settle in their districts 
in somewhat equal proportions all round London.' 97)
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Although significant for some districts, in fact the proportion 
such cheap fares formed of London's daily rail traffic at the 
turn of the century was small. Rather the picture is one of increased 
income levels among a larger class of people who could thus afford 
standard rail charges. 98)
As these services only made a limited contribution towards the
easing of population congestion in the central districts of the
Metropolis, the problem of significantly alleviating working class
housing conditions in these areas still remained to be solved.
In the absence of their power over the railway companies, the
London County Council sought to turn their one trump card to
advantage, that of tramway operation. In conjunction with their
eventual policy of using suburban development to increase the
housing stock, cheap tram fares were used to encourage the outwards
migration of the working classes. 99)
'Housing ... was moving away from the stop-gap measures 
and the short-sighted palliatives, which were the 
nineteenth-century apology for a policy during the earlier 
years, towards a more forward looking and, hopefully, 
long-term attitude.' 101 )
+1 In 1891 certain of the London Street Tramways were the first to 
become purchasable by the London County Council, and in 1895, 
the lines were transferred to the Council who leased them back 
to the Company to run, as it had no powers to operate tramlines 
itself. In 1892 further lines belonging to the London Street 
Tramways and also to the North Metropolitan Con^any were affected 
by the purchase clause. In 1896 it was proposed by these two 
companies that the remaining parts of their lines should be sold 
to the London County Council, which was agreed. The purchase 
was completed in 1897 and the whole, including the lines already 
sold, was leased to the North Metropolitan Company to run. In 
1898 certain lines south of the river came up for purchase.
Under an Act passed in 1896, the London County Council was now 
empowered to run tramlines in its own right, and accordingly it 
took over these concerns and began to operate them. 100)
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The passing of the nineteenth century had thus brought about a 
radical alteration in the condition of London and its inhabitants. 
Certain of these changes were beneficial, others detrimental, but 
their dynamic nature must always be borne in mind. With shifts 
in contemporary attitudes and opinion, the various processes 
involved in shaping the London scene were continuously changing, 
both in emphasis and direction. Having considered these in the 
context of the Metropolis as a whole, it is now proposed to study 
them in greater detail by tracing the development history of the 
two London Boroughs of Lambeth and Camden during the nineteenth 
century.
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CHAPTER 2 
THE BOROUGH OF CAMDEN 
INTRODUCTION
Constituent parish areas, their nineteenth century local government 
infrastructure and estate divisions
The London Borough of Camden lies north of the river Thames and was 
created in 1963, under the London Government Act. Its area embraces 
six nineteenth century parishes of varying size, namely Hampstead,
St Paneras, St Giles in the Fields, St George Bloomsbury, St George 
the Martyr and St Andrew Eastern. It also includes within its bounds 
certain extraparochial Inns of Court, as well as the Liberties of 
Saffron Hill, Hatton Garden, Ely Place and Ely Rents, together with the 
Charterhouse and part of St Sepulchre. (Map 2:i).
The nineteenth century local goveminent structure was complex, involving 
as it did several administrative bodies. In the case of the four Holborn 
parishes, a single authority was responsible for Poor Law and local 
administration in St George the Martyr and St Andrew Holborn, while 
St Giles and St George Bloomsbury were similarly combined under the 
auspices of a single governing body. 1) For these areas, where much 
of the housing predated the nineteenth century, the period under review 
was one of generally deteriorating conditions and eventual redevelopment, 
by means of early street improvements and later local authority 
clearances.
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The combined parishes of St George Bloomsbury and St Giles in the Fields
employed a Select form of Vestry government, which apparently proved 
+ 1
unpopular, and to the north in St Paneras, a similar dissatisfaction 
was voiced, in this case concerning an Open Vestry, which was also 
proving inadequate to its tasks. Despite Vestry opposition, in 180U it 
was considered necessary to appoint Directors of the Poor for St Paneras, 
4) and not surprisingly over the next few years these two bodies were to 
regard each other with increasing disfavour. The Vestry conducted an 
enquiry into the affairs of the Directors in 1815, which came to the 
conclusion that funds had been misspent, 5) and a second report in 1818 
was to voice further criticisms along broadly similar lines. 6) 
Considering the self interest of the protagonists involved, the truth of 
these various allegations is perhaps suspect. Nonetheless, the Vestry 
determined to apply to Parliament for powers to change the Poor Law 
administration, 7) while the Directors countered with a Bill aimed at 
abolishing the Vestry. They proved to be the successful party and in 
1819 a Select Vestry was formally established, possessing all the powers 
of the Open Vestry it was supplanting as well as those of the Poor Law 
Directors. 8) However, this assembly was shortlived, as in 1831 St 
Paneras adopted the democratic Hobhouse Act, which gave all ratepayers 
one vote in the election of their Vestrymen. 9)
+1In 1829 the Select Vestry felt it necessary to publish a 'Refutation 
of Charges' 2) which had been made against the Vestry in several 
papers during the previous year. Great dissatisfaction of the parish 
inhabitants had been alleged as a result of the Select form of 
government; payment of large sums of money to Vestrymen without account 
was raised, as well as a reduction in the Poor Rate and the condition 
of the Vestry accounts, all these and other phenomena being cited as 
examples of Vestry abuse. These charges were refuted categorically, 
the only point of agreement centering around the Vestry clerk, who it 
was admitted had defrauded the parish. 3)
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The local government infrastructure was further complicated by the 
existence of certain private organisations, namely the estate Paving 
Boards and the Turnpike Trusts. In 1855 six Paving Boards were recorded 
within the parish of St George the Martyr, and a far higher total of 
sixteen in St PancrasT^ 10) Established by Act of Parliament, these 
Boards were designed to act through a body of Commissioners and provide 
certain amenities such as street cleansing and lighting, with the laying 
down of the basic framework, namely the estate roads, chargeable upon 
loans. 11) (Table 2:ix and Map 2;iiiD) The 1855 Metropolis Management 
Act was designed in part to teminate such Paving Boards, with St 
Paneras being cited by the Act's promoter as presenting one of the 
worst cases of estate Board proliferation in the Metropolis. The 
Commissioners had not executed their responsibilities to public 
satisfaction, and although the Vestry of St Paneras was aware of these 
malpractices and had twice attempted to introduce a Bill to abolish 
Paving Boards, both attempts had failed. 12) However, the removal of 
these bodies under the 1855 Act only represented a nominal change. 
Responsibility for the estate roads so affected was transferred to the 
Vestry, but no provision was made to extinguish the Boards' debts.
The rates levied by the Commissioners were absorbed in providing the 
various estate services, while the loans remained outstanding, and it 
was only late in the century that legislative machinery was established 
for the reimbursement of these large sums of money. 1 3 )
The 1855 Act also involved a certain amount of local government 
reorganisation. Both St Paneras and Hampstead were among the twenty 
three larger parishes which retained their Vestries in a reconstituted 
form, but the smallest parishes such as the four in Holborn, were 
arranged as District Boards. St Giles in the Fields and St George 
Bloomsbury were combined as the St Giles District Board, while St George
+1 In l84g, 17 Paving Boards existed within the bounds of St Paneras 
(Map 2:iii D)
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the Hartyr and St Andrew were incorporated into the larger Holbom District 
Board. 14) This structure was maintained until the close of the century, 
when in 18991 under the London Government Act, Hampstead and St Bancras 
were among the fifteen parish-with-Vestry areas which were changed in status 
into Borou^s, while the two District Boards covering the Holbom 
neighbourhood were included in the larger Borouf^ of Holbom. 1$)
The second group of private organisations to have power within the Borou^ 
area were the Tumpike Tmsts. (Map 2:v) In 1826 the majority of these 
Trusts were combined under a single authority, and although certain roads 
were disintumpiked during the l820s, it was not until the mid sixties that 
large scale removal of tolls occurred and the roads concemed became the 
responsibility of the parish. In some cases the Trusts were continued into 
the next decade, and barriers on certain private estate roads were not 
effectively dealt with until the closing years of the century. (Map 2:vi)
These private barriers existed thrcutout the Borou^ on minor as well
as major estate holdings. The estate framework largely fitted into the
individual parish boundaries, with a few notable exceptions. In the south,
the Bedford and Foundling properties overlapped the parishes of Holbom and
St Paneras, while the Crown, Eton and %r e  estates all extended into
St Marylebone; in the case of the former overlapping from St Paneras and as
both Hampstead and St Paneras
regards the two latter, from parishes. 1 A ««man part of both the
Mansfield and Southampton estates also extended over the northem fringes of
St Paneras into the neighbouring parish of Homsey. There was no homogeneity
of estate size; small and large holdings existed side by side, in the inner
zones as well as on the slopes of the Hampstead and Hig^igate Hills.
(Map 2 :iii A) Instances of cooperation when initiating building operations
are rare; certain land exchanges for example were negotiated between the
Foundling Hospital and the neighbouring Harrison, Doughty and Southampton
estates, 16) but elsewhere development appears to have proceeded
independently.
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Eighteenth century expansion
During the eighteenth century building development had taken place 
mainly in the southern area of the Borough, and by 160C, the slum had 
already become an established feature of parts of Holborn. Whetstone 
Park, Saffron Hill and the St Giles Rookery were notorious; frequently 
the departure of wealthier residents had led to their houses being 
subdivided and let as tenements. The high concentration of building 
here is vividly illustrated by the house stock figures for 1801 .
Census District 
or Subdistrict.
Area in acres, 
( 1 8 7 1  census.)
Total inhabited and 
uninhabited houses, 
1801 .
House density 
per acre, 18 OI.
Saffron Hill 60 939 15.65
St Giles 123 2 9 2 9 23.81
St Paneras 2 6 7 2 4426 1.66
Hampstead 2248 738 0 . 3 3
Source: Census 18 OI and 1871.
Within St Paneras development was concentrated south of the Euston Road, 
where by 1?P8 building was widespread over a triangular area west of 
Tottenham Court Road. To the east, sporadic development had taken place 
on the Battle Bridge, Calthorpe, Doughty, Foundling, Harrison and Swinton 
estates, while in the immediate neighbourhood north of Euston Road, much 
building had occurred over the Somers property. 1?) This was an area 
of numerous Paving Boards. (Table 2:ix and Map 2:iiiD) The only 
outlying developments initiated in St Paneras during the eighteenth 
century were on the Holmes estate in Kentish Town beginning in 1790, 
and the Camden estate north of Crowndale Road, where leases were granted 
from 1 7 9 1 . 18) Open fields separated these estates from the village
of Highgate on St Paneras' northern boundary, and from the settlements 
of Hampstead parish to the west; (Hampstead proper, North End, South
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End and West End). Some ribbon development along the main routeways was 
evident in both parishes, but much of this northern zone was still farmed; 
for example, in 1799 Hampstead and Highgate were described as 'grassland 
townships 19) The l801 census recorded not quite of the occupied 
classes of Hampstead parish as employed chiefly in agricultural pursuits.^
Residence in such outlying villages as Hampstead and Highgate was confined 
largely to upper middle class families and those whom they employed. At 
this time public transport was limited to expensive and infrequent coach 
services; dependence on means of private transport no doubt counted for 
much in Hampstead's growth.
'Indeed it may be taken as a general rule that during the 
seventeenth and eighteenth centuries, Hampstead grew not 
according to the growth of London, but in proportion to 
the growth of the West End. The merchants, tradesmen and 
lawyers who formed the bulk of the newcomers, belonged to 
Holbom, Westminster, the Fleet or the Strand, or to 
Westminster Hall and the Inns of Court.' 21)
l801 - 1831
The opening decades of the nineteenth century were differentially 
characterised over the Camden area. This period witnessed a large 
population and house stock increase for certain of the Holborn Subdistricts 
and southern St Paneras, as a result of continuing expansion on those 
properties where development had been initiated during the previous 
century, as well as of the effects of releasing new estates for building 
pruposes. In contrast, relatively low increases in population and house 
stock were experienced over the northern part of St Paneras and neighbouring 
Hampstead, these districts largely retaining an open aspect, with scxne land 
devoted to agricultural purposes.
-M No return was made in l801 for agricultural workers in St Paneras parish.
This must represent an enumerator's error, as a return under this
heading is made in the census of l8 l1 .
+2 Details of early coach services are scanty, but one to Hampstead village
was in existence by 1780, with a service to Kentish Town by 1 7 8 8 . One
of the earliest Directories for the nineteenth century dated 1 8 0 6 , also 
records a coach service to Highgate. 20)
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Holborn, St Paneras and Hampstead.
The major area of growth extended from Bloomsbury as 
far north as Camden Town, but was more strongly concentrated in the 
vicinity of Euston Road. From cartographic and other contemporary material 
it is evident that the large increases recorded for St Paneras in the 
censuses of 180I-I831 relate strongly to this southern area. 22)
(Tables 2:ii and 2:v) They resulted from continuing expansion on those 
estates which had already begun to develop, as well as from the release 
of neighbouring holdings onto the building market, and were to give rise 
to a district of predominantly middle and lower class occupation, with 
the exception of the Bedford, Foundling, Skinners and Crown estates, where 
the accommodation was suited to a more affluent class of tenant. 23)
(Map 2:iii A) To the south, development on the Holborn portion of the 
Bedford estate was evidenced by the large house stock and population 
growth for the parish of St George Bloomsbury between 1801 and I811, when 
an increase of 6126 people and 95^ houses was recorded. By contrast, the 
increase in house stock was relatively low within the bordering Holborn 
Subdistricts, this reflecting their earlier building expansion. (Table 2 :v)
Beyond this zone of active growth lay the northern part of St Paneras and 
virtually the whole of the parish of Hampstead. In 1831 the census 
returned for these two areas respectively, 0.89% and 4.77% of families 
as chiefly employed in agriculture. Contemporary observers commented upon 
the opulence of many of the residents in the outlying settlements; in l8l4 
the village of Hampstead was manifestly a 'select, amicable, respectable 
and opulent neighbourhood,' 24) and some ten years later Kilburn was
likewise described.
'Its situation is rural and healthy,and the pleasant 
distance which it is from London, joined to the 
constant accommodation of coaches, renders it a place 
much frequented by opulent persons, who have town 
residences.' 25)
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The social status of the residents of Hampstead parish was further 
reflected by the census return for 1831, which showed significantly that, 
of the male population aged twenty years and over, one in ten was 
employed as a servant. No doubt the isolation of these outlying
settlements encouraged exclusiveness, which in its turn helped to 
perpetuate isolation. However, communications were improved during this 
period by the building of two new roads which were subsequently turnpiked, 
one being in St Paneras and the other in Hampstead parish. The Camden 
Road Act of 1824 26) promoted a road to link Camden Town and Holloway,
which also served to open up the northern part of the Camden estate and 
provide a base on which subsequent street plans could be founded. Expansion 
was nonetheless slow to materialise; by 1831, although development to the 
south was relatively widespread, building west of Camden Road and east 
of Chalk Farm Road was still largely confined to the houses that had been 
erected on the Holmes estate. 2?) There was even less building apparent 
in neighbouring Hampstead, where the new turnpike of Finchley Road 
traversed the entire width of the parish. 28) During the early years of 
the century, population and house stock were still concentrated within 
distinct settlements:
'The houses in the town (Hampstead village) stsuid thick, 
and besides these and the hamlets of West End, Kilburn,
North End, Pond-street, Chalcott, and Frognall, houses 
are scattered occasionally over the greater part of 
the Northern side of the parish.' 29)
With the exception of new development on two minor estates, namely that
part of the Belsize land bordering Haverstock Hill and on Abbey Farm in
1*2the extreme south west of the parish, this distribution of population
For the same age group in St George Bloomsbury, one in twelve was 
returned as thus employed in I831, reflecting the fact that the parish 
belonged largely within the bounds of the Bedford estate, which 
sought to attract an affluent class of resident.
+2 In 1808 the Belsize estate (or submanor) was leased by the
Dean and Chapter of Westminster in eight separate parcels, and 
part of the area held by Edward Bliss bordering Haverstock Hill began 
to develop soon after 1813. Abbey Farm was first let on building leases 
in 1819, althou^ little immediate development was to result. 30)
(Maps 2:iii A and 2:iii B)
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was still apparent in 1831. However the late l820s were to witness the 
first initiatives on the part of major landowners within the parish to 
convert their holdings into building estates. (Map 2:iii A) In 1826,
Eton College was enabled by an Act of Parliament to grant leases for their
land on the southern Hampstead boundary, and a development prospectus 
was issued in 1829. 31) Earlier, the building of Finchley Road had
been vigorously promoted by the Eyre family as, in traversing their 
property, the road conferred great building potential on the estate. 3^ To 
the north it passed through the property of Sir Thomas Maryon Wilson, but 
here before building could commence, an entail on the property had to be 
removed. The normal course of action was denied to Sir Thomas, as he had 
no heir with iVhom he could join to break the entail. His only remedy was 
to apply for Parliamentary powers, and accordingly in 1829 the first of 
a series of unsuccessful Bills was presented. This described part of 
the estate as
'eligibly suited for building on, and the more especially
as a new Turnpike Road (Finchley Road) is now making
through a peurt of the said lands. ' 33)
However, building expansion over these large estates was only to occur
in succeeding decades, and the immediate importance of Finchley Road
in assisting contemporary development was probably felt more keenly on
estates further south, beyond the bounds of Hampstead parish.
t
1831 - 1861
The years 1831-186I were notable for two reasons, namely innovations in 
transport and a growing awareness of urban deterioration, which was 
recognised to exist first in the Holbom area, and later.in parts of 
southern St Paneras and even in the village of Hampstead. Towards the end 
of this period, sane Holborn Subdistricts began to show signs of a slow 
decline in population, but in contrast, the parishes of St Paneras and 
Hampstead were experiencing sustained growth. (Table 2:ii) The building
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frontier spread across northern St Paneras, and in Hampstead, the pace of 
development quickened appreciably after 1 8 5 I. This growth was confined, 
however, to a few estates, and much of the parish preserved its open aspect.
Holborn
The census statistics for the Holborn Subdistricts over the period 1 8 3 I to 
1 8 6 1  show some abrupt gains and losses of both population and house stock 
(Tables 2:ii and 2:v), which are nevertheless modest in comparison with the 
continuing high totals of the area as a whole à(for Holborn and St. Giles 
together, a population of well over 90,000). The decline registered in 
St. George Bloomsbury for the interval l84l-51 is understandable in view of 
the building of New Oxford Street and the associated demolitions, 34) and 
it was more than compensated by the gains of the next two decades. No such 
specific cause can be held responsible for the loss of both population and 
house stock in nearby St Andrew Eastern, which was paralleled by large 
increases in both St George the Martyr and Saffron Hill: (between 1841 and 
1 8 3 1  a loss of more than 7,000 residents alongside gains of c.11,000 and 
4,400 respectively). A more general decline of both population and house 
stock is apparent between 1 8 5 1  and 1 8 6 1 , when the losses in Saffron Hill are 
attributable to the building of a new communication, in this case Farringdon 
Road, in 1 8 5 6 . 35) The pressure on housing, measured in terms of the number 
of residents per house, was lowest in St George Bloomsbury, (8-9) and 
highest in St Giles South (more than l4); elsewhere the figure was generally 
between 10 and 13, and the tendency was for it to rise. (Table 2:vii A, 
Sections 1-3)
In the absence of any early legislation compelling redevelopment, the 
building of streets such as Farringdon Road and the demolitions thus 
necessitated,were the only means by which a large scale clearance of 
dilapidated neighbourhoods could be effected. 3 6 ) It was hoped that these 
new communications would act as agents of both clearance and dispersal.
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In 1 8 3 4  such a proposal was put forward which affected the slum
neighbourhood of the Rookery in St Giles; a direct line of communication
was suggested, to link the east end of Oxford Street with Holborn, broadly
along the lines of the later New Oxford Street-
'The advantages of this measure would be very striking.
Without dwelling on the actual danger arising from the 
narrowness of some parts of the present avenue, nor on the
increased facility that would thereby be afforded .... how
effective a supply of fresh air would the proposed communication 
pour into a district now one of the worst ventilated in London]
The plough of civic improvement must be driven over the greater 
part of this district; it must be levelled, and entirely rebuilt; 
and no Parliamentary measure could be more truly patriotic than 
one which would enforce and aid the gradual accomplishment of 
so desirable an expurgation.' 37)
Unfortunately, as both the census returns and contemporary reports indicate,
when built in 1847 the road did not serve to reduce the local
concentration of population nor did it remove the Rookery in its entirety.
'We have lately (1 8 5 2 ) had an opportunity of visiting the worst 
district of St Giles's - George Street and Church Lane; through 
this part of the parish runs the New Oxford street, and they are 
thus the remains of the famous Rookery - the still standing 
plague-spots of that colony.' 3 8 )
Here were to be found
'crumbling houses, flanked by courts and alleys, culs de sac,
8ec. in the very densest part of which the wretchedness of 
London takes shelter.' 39)
Clearly, although losses of house stock and population were frequent in
these inner and congested districts, they did not always lead to a decline
in the number of residents; a large number of those displaced merely
moved into adjacent streets. Thus in St Giles, during the interval 1841-
1 8 5 1 1  which covered the building of New Oxford Street, the decline in house
stock indicated that a loss of just over 1 0 0 0  residents should have
occurred, whereas in fact, a gain of 9 6  is recorded. Similarly, between
1 8 5 1  and 1 8 6 1  when the Farringdon Road was built, 2297 persons in Saffron
Hill should have found homes elsewhere, but a reduction in population of
only 1 8 2 3  occurred. In addition, although the provision of new houses
might lead to a net increase in house stock, this could be insufficient to
keep pace with a growing population. (Table 2:viiA, Sections 1 - 3 )  In
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both cases the end result was the same: a decline in living conditions.
However not all of the streets of Holborn were in the same appalling
condition as those of the Rookery. The 'squalid streets' of St Giles stood
in marked contrast to the 'well ventilated squares' of neighbouring
St George Bloomsbury, 40) the latter reflecting the fact that the greater
part of this parish was contained within the bounds of the affluent Bedford
estate. In 1 8 5 I a part of this property, bounded by the parish boundary
to the north, Woburn Place and Southampton Row to the east. Great Russell
Street to the south and Gower Street on the west, recorded a population and
dwelling density to the acre of 1 0 3 - 3 9  and 1 3 - 6 3  respectively, with an
average of 7-6 persons to a house. In contrast, part of southern St Giles
which included George Street and Church Lane within its bounds, returned a
population density of 409-52 to the acre, with an average of 23-92 houses
1 lto the acre and 17-1 inhabitants to a house. 4l) v
A growing awareness of such intolerable living conditions manifested 
itself during the l840s, not as State aid, but in the establishment of 
independent housing organisations. Unfortunately, their assistance was 
limited as regards both the number and the type of persons they could help. 
The attitude towards the provision of such accommodation can be 
illustrated by referring to the 1 8 3 4  proposal to build a new road from 
Oxford Street to Holborn. The promoter of the scheme felt that those
displaced should be given new homes 'in the skirts of the town' in a
village built expressly for the working classes. This would house the 
'various classes of mechanics employed in trade and manufacturers,' but 
for the^poorest and most destitute classes of labourers, and for those 
who live by the humblest occupations,' dormitories would be erected 
in suitable parts of every parish. 42) These comments reflect the 
prevailing attitude of the time; that the poor were divisable into several
The actual boundaries of this district were to the north New Oxford Street,
and to the south the curve of St Giles High Street and High Holborn.
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social strata, a basic distinction being drawn between mechanics or 
artisans on the one hand, and labourers, the casusilly employed, or 
even worse, the criminal classes, on the other. The former were regarded 
as capable and worthy of improvement and were the prime target of the 
housing associations, but the latter were discounted as beyond help.
The motives of the various bodies that were set up are mirrored in their 
names, with the Metropolitan Association for Improving the Dwellings of 
the Industrious Classes and the Society for Improving the Condition of 
the Labouring Classes then being the two most active organisations in this 
part of London. Understandably they concentrated on the Holbom area where 
urban living conditions for the working classes were among the worst in 
the Metropolis, but they also operated to a lesser extent in southern
+-I
St Paneras.
St Paneras
In St Paneras, surprisingly enough, it was not a district of older and 
deteriorating housing which attracted attention at this time, but a small 
estate of recent development. The first leases for Agar Town (Map 2 :iii A)
+*1 The first of such housing experiments in Camden was conducted in 1845i 
on the Calthorpe estate in southern St Paneras, where the Society for 
Improving the Condition of the Labouring Classes (SICLC) took some land 
and built a street of two storey houses designed primarily to point to 
a means of possible improvement and not to alleviate significantly 
overall conditions. 43) The first commercial enterprise in the form of 
a block dwelling was to the north near St Paneras Old Church and 
bordering on Platt Street. This was built by the Metropolitan 
Association for Improving the Dwellings of the Industrious Classes, 
(MAIDIC) and opened in 1848, housing one hundred and ten families. 44)
In Holborn the SICLC was most active, both as regards the building of 
new accommodation suid the renovation of old. In 1848 it remodelled 
three houses in Charles Street off Drury Lane into a lodging house 
for men, and it also built a new model lodging house in George Street 
to accommodate one hundred and four inhabitants. 43) Their block in 
Streatham Street was opened in 183O and Thanksgiving Buildings,
Portpool Lane, in 1831. 46) This organisation also turned its
attention to the poor housing conditions that existed in the several
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were granted in 1841, but no Paving Board was established and the provision 
of any lighting or road maintenance was left to chance. 30) In addition 
the granting of short lease interests encouraged an insubstantiauL grade 
of building and by 183I the area was already being described as 'one of 
the most neglected parts of the metropolis.* 31) The Vestry finally 
intervened in 1839» and by 1861 the estate had been provided with lamps 
and pavements, although living conditions in other respects were largely 
unchanged, over half of the houses being described as 'hopelessly 
decayed.' 32)
Although singled out by notoriety, Agar Town was only one of several 
St Paneras estates to be placed on the building market between 1831 and 
1861, while over the same period, others were to complete their development 
programmes. The building frontier moved substantially north of Euston 
Road; even estates on the outer fringes of Kentish Town began to develop. 
Indeed the years 1841 to 1831 saw a local 'boom' in St Paneras with a 
recorded increase of 37,192 people and 4,047 houses. (Tables 2:ii and 2:v) 
It is likely that a high percentage of this increase was returned by the 
Kentish Town Subdistrict which contained just over 70% of all houses 
recorded as under construction on the day of the I831 census. ^  l849
courts that led off Grays Inn Road, where it took Tyndalls Buildings, a 
court consisting of some twenty two dilapidated houses, and proceeded to 
render them fit for habitation. Work was begun in 1836, when the houses, 
despite their poor condition,were densely populated and the rents charged 
were exorbitant. Some of the rooms housed three or four families, and the 
water supply was minimal. 47) The magnitude of the task can be appreciated 
if a similar and nearby court of houses known as Charlotte's Buildings 
is considered. In 1834 its estimated population was around the nine hundred 
level. 48)
By 1861 the SICLC was reported as owning eight establishments in the Holbom 
area : in George Street, Charles Street, Kings Street, (Now Neal Street)
Wild Court, (off Wild Street) Broad Street, (now St Giles High Street and 
High Holbom) Portpool Lane, Tyndalls Buildings, and finally the block 
in Streatham Street. 49)
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building was almost continuous from St Paneras* southern boundary to the 
Regent's Canal, and beyond this, development was either taking place or 
planned over much of the Kentish Town neighbourhood, more especially on 
the Southampton, Camden, Holmes and Torriano estates, with a cluster of 
houses along Fortes;Road. To the north, expansion was yet to commence; 
ribbon development was all that had occurred along the Kentish Town and 
Highgate Roads, while the Mansfield estate at Gospel Oak only exhibited 
a street layout for Lismore Circus and the immediate neighbourhood. 33)
By 1860 this expansion had intensified and new holdings in the nei^bourhood
of Kentish Town had appeared on the building market; these included the
Dartmouth Park
Christ Church, Bartholomew, Conservative Land Society, Dartmouth,^and 
Drapers estates. 34) (Map 2 :iii A) Building progress in Kentish Town was 
reflected in the census figures for the Subdistrict, which recorded an 
increase of 2,968 houses and 20,991 inhabitants between 1831 and 186I, 
representing respectively 86.33% and 63.94% of the entire parish increase, 
and the peak house stock increment experienced during the entire period, 
1831-1891. (Tables 2:ii and 2:v) It would appear that the majority of 
this expansion took place on estates which had already begun building 
before l849, as the developments initiated in the 183OS had hardly passed 
the planning stage, except on the Christchurch estate, by the close of 
the decade. 33) In 1861, the population of St Paneras as a whole numbered 
all but 200,000, of which the Kentish Town Subdistrict accounted for just 
over one fifth. (Table 2: i)
These building projects in northern St Paneras provided principally for the 
middle and upper working classes, but the existence of courts and alleys 
and other inferior property made some provision for those of poorer means. 
There was plenty of local employment for manual workers; for example, at the 
London and Birmingham goods terminus in Chalk Farm, the Cattle Market in 
nearby Copenhagen Fields and on the wharves bordering the Regent's Canal, 
while the piano forte and light engineering industries gave opportunities 
to the more skilled artisan. 36)
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Haiiipdteaa
In Hampsteadj the decades 1831-1851 were generally unfavourable for 
building, with the exception of the Eton estate, where active 
development continued. The pace of expansion quickened towards the 
end of the I8i|0s, when widescale building was resumed on the Eyre 
estate, 57) and during the l850s, expansion prevailed. Certain of the 
Belsize holdings initiated their development plans during this decade, 
namely the Lund, Belsize Park and Rosslyn Park sub-estates. After 
the slow expansion of the l8UOs, development on Abbey Farm was also to 
increase, and the building programme was largely completed by i860. 59) 
Similarly, active development was maintained over the Eton College 
property, although here the pace of expansion was to slacken by the mid 
fifties. 60) (Maps 2:iii A and 2:iii B) The decade 1851-1861 was in 
fact the beginning of a sharply defined upward movement of both 
population and house stock. The parish population rose from 11,986 
in 1851 to 1 9 , 1 0 6  in I8 6 I, and the house stock from 1 , 7 9 6  to 2 ,7 3 5 .
This represents an increase in population of 7,120 or 59.4%, and a 
growth of 9 3 9  or 5 2 .2 8 % in house stock, compared with respectively 
1 , 8 9 3  (1 8 .7 6 %) and 3 1 3  (2 1 .1 1 %) for the previous census interval.
Although this is significant in terms of a suddenly altered pattern, it 
should be noted that the actual numbers involved were fairly small and 
that the increases were confined to certain areas of the parish. Only 
a small area was as yet under bricks and mortar; distinct settlements 
were still observable at West End, North End, South End and Hampstead 
proper. In 1848 the lodging houses of Hampstead village were described 
as 'full to overflowing .... in the harvest season,' 6 1 ) thus indicating
+1 The Lund sub-estate issued a building prospectus in 1852, while 
building was proposed for Rosslyn Park in the following year, and 
commenced on the Belsize Park holding in 1854- 58)
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that the area still had agricultural value. However this fact could 
not account for the survival of a large proportion of the central and 
northern parish as open ground where, by virtue of his lack of success 
in obtaining the necessary powers, Sir Thomas Maryon Wilson's estate 
was still rendered sterile for building purposes.
Although thus far the Hampstead landowners had aimed at attracting middle 
class residents to their properties, an aim which was to remain 
predominant in the eastern half of the parish, a number of working class 
residents were also to be found within the parish bounds, and in the 
case of Hampstead village, their homes were in courts and alleys as 
poor as any that could be found in southern St Paneras and Holborn.
This represented older property dating from the previous century, 'without 
drainage or sewerage; without pump, well, tank, or other supply of water;' 
62) However, the area involved was small and the number of inhabitants 
concerned low, and due to the nature and timing of most developments, 
Hampstead was largely to escape the problems that affected the inner 
London parishes during the nineteenth century.
Transport
Had mid-century entrepreneurs had their way, the road and rail plan of 
Camden would look very differently today. Fortunately, the majority 
of their often impractical schemes were rejected by Parliament, A rash 
of such proposals were examined in the I840s and l850s, (Maps 2:viii 
and 2 :ix) but few were acted upon, and those that were implemented were 
usually modified or re-designed. Some important street improvements 
were carried out during this period; for example, the building of New 
Oxford Street and Farringdon Road, but such re-designing of the road 
network was confined to the Holborn parishes, both at this time and 
later in the century.
65
The first omnibus was introduced to the London streets in 1 8 2 9 , and 
although routes serving inner districts were soon established, it took 
a long time for this new form of transport to supplant the coach in 
outlying neighbourhoods. For example, an 18 J4 O Directory lists only 
one hourly coach service to Kentish Town, but two bus routes, one 
running at ten minute intervals. Conversely for Hampstead village to 
the north, a fairly frequent coach service to several destinations is 
given, but only two buses per day to Moorgate. 6 3 ) In I8 3 8 ,
'Most of the persons going to London from Hampstead 
walked, others went by coach. There were very few 
omnibuses : they had only just been introduced. ... 
a fast coach, which only made one journey in the day 
and took the route ... to the City, ... was called the 
Gentleman's Coach and was practically their special 
conveyance. The passengers by it were bankers and 
wealthy merchants who lived on the Heath.' 64)
By i8 6 0  the services to Hampstead were still sparse; three bus routes
served Hampstead village proper, with additionally one Company running
to Swiss Cottage and three lines to Kilburn. 65)
The most momentous innovation of this period was undoubtedly the coming 
of the railway. This was confined to the parishes of St Paneras and 
Hampstead, as although many lines were promoted with the intention of 
cutting into or across the Holborn area, none were ever sanctioned.
(Maps 2 :vii, 2iviii and 2;ix) It is difficult for us to appreciate the 
impact made by this new form of transport upon a nation unaccustomed 
to any powered form of vehicle.
'The railway was in progress ... The trains were 
a new and amusing sight. I remember that a timid 
relation feared the engines would leave the line, 
and career about Haverstock Hill in a deadly 
manner,'. 6 6 )
Four lines were opened during this period, the first being the railway
■t*1referred to above, the London and Birmingham. This ran from its 
•HI This was later renamed the London and North Western Railway Company,
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Euston terminus to Tring on the first of January, I838. 6?) It was
followed by two other Companies in the 1830s; the Great Northern operated
from its Kings Cross terminus in 1832, and the North London line reached 
Hampstead Road between 183O suid 183I. 68) Finally, the Hampstead
Junction was authorised in 1833» and opened from Camden Town to Kilburn 
in 1860. 69) ^  (Map 2:vii)
It is not possible to establish any real overall relationship between
the provision of road or rail transport and the spread of the built up 
area over this period. It is probably fair to say, however, that the 
extension of existing services and the provision of new lines served to 
augment already existing development trends^while only occasionally can 
a more direct link be established. It must be remembered that public 
transport was not within the reach of everyone at this time. Fare levels 
were too high for the lower paid workers, who were forced either to walk 
to their place of employment or else live nearby. The latter part of the 
century was to witness a large expansion within the public transport field, 
resulting from improved services as well as the introduction of a new 
form of transport to London, the horse tram. These improvements, together 
with higher wages and reduced working hours, gave mobility to all except 
the poorest of the working classes.
1861 - 1901 ,
In 1861, building expansion within Camden was far from complete, as a 
relatively large area of northern St Paneras and a far greater extent of 
Hampstead parish had yet to succumb to the developer. With the passage 
of the years, the character of certain areas was to alter significantly 
while that of others changed hardly at all.
"*"1 This route was promoted by the London and North Western Canpany and 
was only nominally independent. Indeed, in 186? it was absorbed by 
the larger Company. 70)
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The inner Holborn parishes by the close of the century were confirmed in 
their decline and were losing both population and house stock. The 
demolitions for major street improvements and the increasing conversion 
of property for commercial purposes were both contributory factors, but 
a core of central zone poverty still remained, from which its inhabitants 
could not escape.
Over the latter part of the century, certain of the southern St Paneras 
neighbourhoods also witnessed a marked deterioration. As many of the 
wealthier residents had earlier abandoned the Holborn parishes, so this 
process was continued here. The estates in the neighbourhood of Euston 
Road were the first to be affected, but by the close of the century, this 
zone of decline had spread northwards, and the subdivision of houses 
into lodgings to replace the original single family occupancy was a 
coramom occurrence in both Camden and Kentish Towns. The poor quality of 
building that had been permitted to develop on several of the northem 
estates was a further contributory factor in their decline.
These forty years also witnessed the extension of public transport 
facilities to much of northern St Paneras as well as the adjoining parish 
of Hampstead. New stations were opened, (Map 2:vii) bus services extended, 
and tram lines were laid to the outer fringes of Kentish Town and nearby 
South End Green. (Table 2:x) Most roads were cleared of tollgate 
obstructions, (Maps 2:v and 2:vi) but if any relationship can be established 
between the provision of these new facilities and building expansion in 
northem St Paneras, it would seem to be in terms of their contributing 
to maintain and stimulate growth rather than to initiate new development.
In the case of Hampstead parish, the provision of rail services appears 
to have had a similar effect in^stimulating building expansion over the 
western part of the parish. The years between 1861 and 19OI witnessed 
a period of sustained growth, but as with St Paneras, this expansion was
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by no means a parish wide phenomenon, and can be shown to have affected 
different areas at varying times. However, unlike that of its neighbour, 
development within Hampstead parish falls more sharply into decennial 
intervals. The quickening pace of expansion between 185I and I86I has 
already been noted, and this culminated in a local building boon during 
the l860s, comprised largely of expansion on those estates which had 
already begun to be developed. However some new properties did appear on 
the building market as the decade drew to a close, and several more were 
released for development purposes during the l870s. Their potential was 
more fully resilised over the succeeding decades, when between 1881 and 
1891 were recorded maximum increases for both population and house stock 
(22964 and 3851 respectively), although some sli^t reduction in the rate 
of growth was experienced during the closing decade of the century.
(Tables 2:ii and 2:v)
Unlike the adjoining parishes of St Paneras and Holbom in 1900, Hampstead 
exhibited few impoverished nei^bourhoods, but as the newer properties 
to the west had generally catered for a lower class of resident by 
comparison with the established estates to the south and east, a social 
schism had developed within its bounds.
Holbom
The years between 1861 and 19OI saw an uneven decline in both population 
and house stock within the Holbom Subdistricts, the most marked loss of 
population in Holbom taking place 1871-1881 (7200), and in St Giles, 
1891-1901 (over 8000 persons). (Tables 2;ii and 2; v) As in previous 
decades, this decline can be partially ascribed to the large scale 
demolitions required for street improvement schemes, and occasionally a 
direct reference to this effect is made by a contemporary observer.
For example, the Clerkenwell and Theobald Road improvements of the 
1870s were reported as having caused the demolition of one hundred and 
seventy houses, and the displacement of two thousand persons within the
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entire District of the Holborn Board of Works. 71 ) The improvemeut
of Grays Inn Road during the following decade was confined in its effects
to the St Andrew Subdistrict, where it was reported that the widening
of the southern end of the road executed in 1884 had displaced some 3400
inhabitants. 72) Likewise a proportion of the decline in St Giles
between 1881 and 1891 could be ascribed to the demolitions necessitated
by the Shaftesbury Avenue and Charing Cross Road schemes, and the losses
in St Andrew during the 1890s,in part to the (building of a section of
Rosebery Avenue.7 5) In addition to these demolitions for new roads,
the Metropolitan Board of Works and its successor, the London County
Council, were also to begin a series of local housing clearance schemes
in the area, which resulted in the displacement of several thousand more of its
inhabitants. (Table 2:xii) By their very nature such schemes were
intended to improve areas of working class occupation, and in seeking to
clear districts of small, congested streets, the new roads also tended to 
to affect a similar class of tenant.
The need for new accommodation for those displaced by street or 
redevelopment schemes was indeed recognised by the authorities.
In fact, in I8 7 7  some provision was made for rehousing in advance 
of demolitions required for street improvements, but it seems 
likely that these measures fell short of helping all those affected; 
for example, as in the case of the Grays Inn Road widening, where 
new accommodation was provided for l488 persons, less that half 
the total reported as loosing their homes. (Table 2:xi) Unfortunately, 
many of those displaced were economically tied to the neighbourhood, 
and while the population density might fall, the average number 
of residents per house could rise. A notable example is to be found
+1 Table 2:xi.
+ 2  Chapter 1 , p.3 0 .
70
in St Giles South, where between I8 6 I and I8 9 I the overall density 
fell by nearly one third (304 to 2 1 0  persons per acre), while the 
average number of persons pa* house rose from l4.51 to 1 6 .2 7 .
The redevelopment schemes that failed to accommodate as many as 
they displaced may also have contributed to such increases;
(Table 2:xii) in the absence of any compelling legislation they 
again raised the problem of whether to rehouse before actual 
displacement occurred. For example, the Shelton Street 
scheme affected a dilapidated area of southern St Giles, with a population 
that mainly ccxnprised market workers, costermongers and common labourers; 
no artisans or mechanics were recorded as resident. 74) Despite the nature 
of the inhabitants and their indicated low income levels, the Medical 
Officer for St Giles, Dr Francis Staines, asserted that immediate demolition 
without the prior provision of new accommodation, would not cause any 
great hardship.
Q1040 'Do you not think it advisable to provide
such accommodation before these people 
are turned out? I am asking you as a 
Doctor and a humane man.'
A 'There are many places to which they
can go.'
Q1041 'Is there any place to which they can go,
which is more sanitary than this area?'
A 'Yes.'
Q1042 'Where do you suggest they can go?'
A 'There are some places in other parishes
to which they can go. There are some 
buildings down in Newton Street.'
QIO43 'Would they be within the means of this
class of persons?'
A 'Yes. The Peabody Buildings do not take in ,
common lodgers like that.'
Q1044 'I ask you particularly with regard to the 
class of persons occupying the common 
lodging houses, who are to be bodily 
displaced, is there any place at all where 
those people can go to?'
A 'There are plenty of other lodging houses,which
I presume are not over crowded.’ 75)
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Although such assertions were grossly over confident, in the majority 
of cases the question of rehousing prior to demolition was a purely 
hypothetical one, as most of the housing schemes provided for on site 
replacement dwellings. Thus it was inevitable that demolition would have 
to occur before rehousing could' proceed, and the end result was usually 
a time lag between the loss of old accommodation and the provision 
of new.+^For example, the Great Wild Street site was reported as cleared 
in May 188O, but the replacement dwellings were not opened until 1881.
The interval was even greater with respect to the Shelton Street scheme.
Here the land was cleared by November I889 but the London County Council's 
lodging house was only provided in 1893, while the five other dwelling 
sites were subsequently completed in 1896. (Table 2:xii) Even though 
the authorities recognised thé need for a large percentage of those 
displaced to remain in the area, and made provision for the on site 
rehousing of some 80% of the inhabitants affected, this did not prevent 
some three thousand persons losing their homes under these two schemes 
before any new accommodation was provided. It is debatable how many of 
those displaced by such improvements actually occupied the replacement 
dwellings once they were completed, and as before, the immediate result 
of such demolitions was to exacerbate suid not ameliorate living conditions 
for the majority of those concerned.
St. Paneras
The area of St Paneras lying south of Euston Road was divided between the
two census Subdistricts of Grays Inn Lane smd Tottenham Court, (Maps 2:ii A
and 2:ii B) and here certain similarities to the experience of the Holbom
districts abutting south can be discerned. The population of both
Subdistricts continued to rise to 1881, when densities per acre of 196.41
(Grays Inn Lane) and 192.36 (Tottenham Court) were recorded. In the late
l880s, Charles Booth's survey of the area revealed a number of residents
employed as railwayman, carpenters, cabinet makers, shop assistants and
+1 The need for rehousing prior to demolition gained increasing 
acceptance and delqyed the implementation of certain schemes 
during the closing years of the century. (Table 2;xii)
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tailors, this spectrum largely reflecting the job opportunities available 
at the railway termini in Euston Road, the furniture concerns of Tottenham 
Court Road, and the clothing and retail industries of the West End. 76)
This incidence of local employment must have contributed to the fact that 
population increases during this period were to exceed the level indicated 
by the growth in house stock, while any loss of accommodation was not 
always matched by a conmensurate decline in the number of inhabitants.
(Table 2:vii B) Thus the average number of persons per house increased 
from 9.63 (Grays Inn Lane) and 11.28 (Tottenham Court) in 186I to 
respectively 10.62 and 12.82 in 19OI.
This area south of Euston Road was undoubtedly among the most dilapidated 
in the parish, but the incidence of decline was uneven and cannot be 
ascribed to any single cause. The deterioration of those houses built 
during the ei^teenth century on certain estates such as the Swinton, 
together with the lack of vigilance in maintaining standards on most 
properties in the nei^bourhood, were both important factors. In addition, 
the movement away from this area of the fashionable 'court' district, and 
the consequent overprovision of mews accommodation that was subsequently 
transferred to human occupation, were further elements in its social decline.
The Bedford and the Foundling landlords were notably successful in 
establishing and maintaining a highly respectable, even in places, an 
affluent residential character for their estates. However, despite an 
active supervision of property both during and after development, small 
pockets of land were built over with an inferior grade of housing that 
rapidly deteriorated. Both these properties and the neighbouring 
Skinners estate were to suffer from the westwards fli^t of fashion; by 
the mid l870s the latter had evidently experienced a social downgrading.
"M These areas were located in the boundary zone between the two estates; 
between Tavistock Place and Bernard Street and north of Compton Street 
on the Foundling, and in Abbey Place and the courts east of Wobum 
Place on the Bedford. 77)
73
Thus Burton Street and Burton Crescent,
'Instead of being tenanted by a class of persons who 
need the stables erected in the rear of their houses 
for their own horses and vehicles,' 78)
had witnessed the conversion of many of their premises into lodging
houses, while the stables had been rented to cab proprietors and the like. 79)
This social decline was also apparent on parts of the Foundling and Bedford 
estates; the Foundling in particular had failed to attract 'carriage folk' 
in sufficient quantities, and as a result, stable accommodation was let 
off for human occupation, while the Bedford estate was eventually forced to 
permit the conversion of dwellings designed for one family occupation, 
into offices or lodging houses. 80)
Althou^ legislative procedure for dealing with areas of insanitary 
housing was slowly improved it remained fairly cumbersome, and only a few 
redevelopment schemes were undertaken. For example, during the l880s part 
of the notorious Compton and Poplar Places on the Foundling estate were 
ordered to be demolished by the St Paneras Vestry, 81) and over the same 
decade, the Metropolitan Board of Works executed a redevelopment scheme in 
Little Coram Street, the boundary zone between the Bedford and Foundling 
properties. (Table 2:xii) The Bedford estate agreed to deal with Abbey 
Place which it eventually demolished, 82) but such intervention on the part 
of a ground landlord was a rare occurrence, and on those estates that 
lacked active supervision, any incidence of decline was permitted to spread 
unchecked. Subsequently the Bedford estate was to widen Little Guildford 
and Little Coram Streets, thus removing many insanitary dwellings, and was 
to dispose of the site to London County Council for rehousing purposes. 83)"^
By the close of the century, this zone of declining conditions had spread 
substantially northwards, to affect a broad area of Camden and Kentish
+1 In 1900 two further redevelopment schemes in the area were still 
awaiting official sanction. One involved Prospect Terrace on the 
Harrison estate and the other Brantôme Place on the northem boundary 
of the Skinners property. (Table 2:xii)
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Towns. A survey by Charles Booth in 1900 revealed that the worst
area of poverty was to be found bordering on Euston Road, between
St Paneras station and Hampstead Road, and extending in places to Albany
Street. 84) The tendency was for the better roads to deteriorate, and
some which were as yet respectable, would, it was felt, inevitably
decline. 85) Despite the impoverished conditions prevailing over many of
the estates in the neighbourhood, no redevelopment schemes were undertaken
+1
by local or metropolitan authorities during this period, ' and the only 
iGurge scale removal of dilapidated housing to be achieved was the 
secondary product of railway expansion. During the l860s when the Midland 
Company was building its extension line to St Paneras, conditions in Agar 
Town and its 'worthy nei^bour' 86) Somers Town, were among the worst in 
the parish. Both were affected by the line's passage; it traversed Agar 
Town, and a substantial area of the Somers estate was taken to provide a 
terminal site on Euston Road. Population and house stock losses were 
recorded for both the Camden Town and Somers Town Subdistricts over the 
years 186I to 1871, (Tables 2:ii and 2:v) the former embracing most if not 
all of Agar Town within its bounds and the latter, as its name implies, 
covering the general neighbourhood of Somers Town. (Maps 2:ii A and 
2:iii A) For both Subdistricts jointly, the loss of population from 1861 
to 1871 numbered nearly 5»900 (following a gain of c. 3,600 in the previous 
decade.) This was succeeded from 1871 to 19OI by further losses, and 
although the census statistics for Somers Town and Camden Town cover a 
wider area than that affected by the railway demolition, the returns for 
the entire period between 186I and 1901 show that the decline in population 
did not reach the level indicated by the loss of house stock.
(Table 2:vii B) While general migration to districts further north was
+1 In 1900 two redevelopment schemes in the Somers Town Subdistrict 
were awaiting official sanction, namely Eastnor Place and Chapel 
Grove. (Table 2:xii)
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recorded, more particularly to Kentish Town and Islington, 8?) the newly 
erected block dwellings in nearby Paneras Road were reported to be much 
in demand at the time of the railway demolitions, and the remaining 
houses in Somers Town provided homes for many of those displaced, thus 
giving rise to problems of overcrowding. 90) It is also possible that 
some of those affected moved a short distance south or east, into the 
Tottenham Court, Grays Inn Lane or Regents Park Subdistricts. ^
By the close of the century Eureas of notable deterioration were also to 
be found to the north, in the neighbourhood of both Camden and Kentish 
Towns: in certain narrow streets and cul-de-sacs east of Camden Hi^ Street 
and in the courts off Ferdinand Street and Chalk Farm Road, together with 
the more extensive area of Eighgate New Town, a 'Jerry built' development 
abutting on the cemetery and the Dartmouth Park estate. 91) Elsewhere 
the incidence of decline was less marked.
The years between 1861 and 1891 were a period of sustained growth for the 
Kentish Town Subdistrict. Between 1861 and 18?1 there came the maximum 
population increase with a growth in house stock only just short of the 
peak of the previous decade. Subsequently the increases were maintained
Stanley Buildings, Paneras Road were completed in 1863 to house one 
hundred and four families, and were built by the Improved Industrial 
Dwellings Company. They also built Cobden Buildings in Hamilton Row, 
Bagnigge Wells Road, which were opened by 1866, and Derby Buildings on 
the Battle Bridge estate in Brittania Street, during 1867-I868. 88)
Lodging houses for single men were also provided and were financed by 
Lord Rowton; a 'Rowton* House opened in Kings Cross Road in 1896, and 
one in Arlington Road in 1903. The East End Dwellings Company appears 
to have been the only other philanthropic organisation active in 
Camden during the second part of the century, and this Company was 
building dwellings in the nei^bourhood of Tonbridge Street as late
as 1903. 89)
The density of population per acre recorded in Somers Town in 
1861 (c.2l4) is almost identical with that of Tottenham Court at 
its maximum, (c.204). Residential pressure is also similar, rising 
from 10.01 (Somers Town) and 9.12 (Camden Town) persons per house in 
1861jto respectively 11.I6 and 10.44 in 1891.
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at a lower level, this Subdistrict standing alone among the six 
St Paneras divisions in returning a population and house stock increase 
for the years between 1881 and l8gi. (Tables 2:ii and 2:v) However 
the incidence of growth was uneven, as when the Subdistrict's 
Ecclesiastical divisions are examined for 18?1, the unequal distribution 
of population within the various estate bounds becomes evident.
(Table 2:viii B, Section 1, and Maps 2:ii A and 2 :iv C) A concentration 
of population in the west is clearly indicated ^belonging to St Andrew and 
Holy Trinity and embracing estate areas that were among the first in 
the neighbourhood to be developed. The lower population densities 
returned for St Luke and St Paul must have been the result of more 
spacious planning from the outset, but the low figures recorded by the 
northern Ecclesiastical districts are more correctly interpreted as a 
function of their incomplete building programmes. By 18?4, development 
was relatively continuous south of a line formed by the Midland Railway 
and Leighton Road, while to the north it was as yet incomplete on the 
Mansfield, St Johns, Conservative Land Society, Dartmouth Park, Drapers 
and Highgate New Town estates. ^ 92) (Map 2 :iii A)
The uneven distribution of population within the Subdistrict was maintained
+ 2
as the century drew to a close, and the Ecclesiastical district 
returns for 1901 show that the parishes of All Hallows, St Martin and 
St Andrew to the west had become even more densely populated. (Table 2;viii 
B, Section 2 , and Map 2 :iv F) Already in l8?1 the latter had formed part
'*'1 In 1891, at its maximum, the Kentish Town Subdistrict accounted for 
409  ^of the St Paneras population total of c.234,000.
'*'2 Alterations in the boundaries of the Kentish Town Subdistrict make 
direct comparisons between the 1891 and 1901 returns impossible.
77
of the zone of greatest concentration in Kentish Town, and by 1901 this 
zone had spread eastwards into St Luke amd St Bàmabas. The rise in 
population' density in St John the Baptist was the counterpart of building 
completion, while the low figures for St Anne Brookfield and St Michael 
Highgate reflect the slow expansion on the Drapers estate, 94) together 
with the open fields of the Mansfield estate and the scattered villas of 
the Highgate slopes.
Whereas it is relatively easy to note physical expansion on the ground 
and increases in population, it is more difficult to characterise the 
people concerned. As the population densities returned by the 
Ecclesiastical districts in l8?1 indicated, the line of the Kentish 
Town Hoad largely divided more spacious and thus more prosperous estate 
developments to the east, from densely populated and less affluent 
properties to the west. In l88l the population of Camden and Kentish 
Towns could be described as 'consisting of every variety of social 
status', 97) but as the century drew to a close, the pattern of 
population distribution became less clearcut. By the late l880s, Booth 
described the neighbourhoods west of Kentish Town Hoad as still 
predominantly tenanted by the lower middle/working classes, with many 
of the inhabitants employed in the nearby railway yards, or in the local 
piano factories. 98) This area embraced the two Ecclesiastical districts 
which returned the highest population densities in 1871, namely Holy 
Trinity and St Andrew. A more prosperous class of resident was to be
*•"1 The population density of St John the Baptist rose from 35*72 in 1871 to
7 6 . 6 8  in 1901, at which time the figure for the combined parishes of
St Anne Brookfield and St Michael Hi^gate stood at 13*25* (The parish 
of St John the Baptist had been subdived into the three smaller parishes 
of Kentish Town, St Mary Brookfield and All Saints.)
A large part of the Mansfield estate north of Mansfield Road was 
eventually retained as a public park, the property being acquired in 
severad portions. Parliament Hill Fields were purchased in 1889; the
Kenwood estate in 1923-1924, and finally, Kenwood House and its grounds
(the Ivea^ Bequest) in 1928. 95) The Holly Lodge estate which bordered 
Highgate West Hill and comprised most of the undeveloped land east of the 
Mansfield property, was eventually built over during the 1920s. 96)
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found to the east and on the estates bordering the Highgate Road, but 
the artisan class was also reported, again frequently described as in 
railway employment. 99) This disposition of population is to some 
extent reflected by the routes followed by the tram companies, as the 
high capital outlay required to establish a tramline meant that the 
companies needed to traverse densely populated areas. The lines in 
St Paneras followed the major roads, and diverged from these along 
Ferdinand Street and Malden Road to penetrate the more strongly working 
class districts west of Kentish Town Road. (Table 2:x) By the close 
of the century Booth noted that these districts were largely unchanged 
in terms of their population structure and high population densities. 
However, the zone of lower class occupancy had spread significantly 
east and was also extending northwards, with many formerly well-to- 
do neighbourhoods east of the Kentish To^m and Highgate Roads 
exhibiting a marked decline. Although the four northernmost 
Ecclesiastical districts of St Michael, St Anne, St Mary and All Saints 
were still prosperous they were growing in population, and a poorer 
class was taking up residence there, while the adjacent districts of 
St Luke and St Paul were also noticeably declining. As the more affluent 
tenants left, their houses were converted into furnished lodgings, and 
although this deterioration was not felt everywhere and superior enclaves 
were still to be found, as in Dartmouth Park or off Camden Road, 100) 
the social trend for the majority of the estates was usually downwards.
Hampstead
In contrast to the St Paneras experience, the affluent estate developments 
in the adjoining parish of Hampstead managed to maintain their superior 
residential character despite the passage of the years. In 1864, the 
area of the parish under bricks and mortar was still small. Adelaide 
Road, the beginnings of King Henry's Road and a triangle of development
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at Chalk Farm comprised the major building to date on the Eton estate.
In contrast, the neighbouring Abbey Farm and Eyre properties had virtually 
completed their building programmes, except for two open plots on the latter 
estate, one bounded north and south respectively by the London and North 
Western Railway line and the rear of houses in Boundary Road, and the other 
lying west of Abbey Road. Of the Belsize holdings only two, the Lund and 
Belsize Park, exhibited any widescale building, that of the Park being 
almost complete, althou^ to the north, the street plan of the Rosslyn 
Park sub-estate was being laid down, and some houses were already 
standing. 101) In addition, building agreements were granted during l864 
for the area south of Belsize Peurk, and in I865 and 1868 respectively for 
parts of the Belsize Court and Ivy Bank sub-estates. 102) (Maps 2:iii A 
and 2:iii B)
The uneven incidence of expansion is reflected in the census statistics 
for Ecclesiastical districts. In l8?1, the high proportion of the parish 
totals of population and inhabited houses found within St Saviour and 
St Mary reflects building on the Lund and parts of the Eton, ïÿre and 
Abbey Farm holdings, while the percentages for St John indicate the 
concentration of population within its bounds in Hampstead village and 
Rosslyn Park. Similarly, All Souls and St Augustine, which are notable 
for their high population densities, embraced a further portion of the 
Eyre estate and the rest of Abbey Farm. (Table 2:viii A, Section 1;
Map 2:iv A and Map 2 :iv B) .
However the beginnings of an upward spiral in land development which 
was later to gain momentum, can be discerned as the l860s drew to a 
close. In Hampstead village, a development plan was issued for the 
Williams estate in 1867-I868, IO3) and in the following year, the 
British Land Company received permission to form roads on its estate in
^1 Collectively, the three Ecclesiastical parishes of St Saviour, St Mary 
Kilbum and St John returned nearly 30^ of Hampstead's population and 
inhabited houses in 187I; (respectively 49*24^ and 48.10^).
St Augustine and All Souls recorded the higihest population densities, 
at 77*39 and 48.11 respectively.
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West Hampstead. 104) Considerable potential for development was also 
conferred in 1869 by the death of Sir Thomas Maryon Wilson. His 
successor was Sir John, whose eldest son Spencer was already forty one 
years of age, and thus theoretically, the two could join forces to break 
the entail on the estate and release it for development purposes. 1 0 5 ) 
Despite a falling off in house stock and population increase after the 
boom of the previous decade, the 1 8 7 0 s were thus to witness a quickening 
in the sale or lease of land for development purposes, although the 
potential of the estates released for building during this period was 
more fully realised in subsequent years.
Due to a father and son dispute over the financing of development, the 
Maryon Wilson family failed to take immediate advantage of the altered 
circumstances, and only in 1 8 7 4  was a final agreement reached concerning 
the provision of funds for road construction. Development was begun 
in the same year with the building of Priory Road on the western fringes 
of the estate, which was followed in 1 8 7 5  by the contract for laying 
down Fitzjohns Avenue to the edge of Hampstead village. 106) The 
Maryon Wilson estate in fact represented the last extensive property 
in the parish to initiate its building programme, and subsequently the 
pattern of development was to alter, with a concentration of initiative 
on the relatively small estates around Hampstead village and in the 
western part of the parish. The development of the latter marked the 
beginnings of what was to become effectively a social schism within the 
parish, more lasting than that noted over the parish boundary in Kentish 
Town, Hitherto, estates had been planned for those who were comfortably 
off, if not rich, and although this pattern was to continue in the east, 
the new developments of West Hampstead were to aim primarily at a lower 
class of resident. This was often the result of Land Society intervention, 
for this area was unique in attracting a large number of these
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organisations to act as development agencies, their estates generally 
catering for the lower middle/upper working class income brackets.
One of the first estates to be disposed of for building purposes in 
the neighbourhood of Hampstead village was the Greenhill property, 
wliich was put up for sale at three successive auctions in 1 8 7 1 , 1 & 7 2  
and 1 8 7 4 , 1 0 7 ) and during the following year, the Carlile estate was 
transferred to the British Land Company. IO8 ) In I8 7 6  two more 
estates on the fringes of the village came onto the market, namely the 
Wells Charity, 109) and adjoining it, the estate to the south off Willow 
Road, 1 1 0 ) while in I8 7 8  and I8 8 I , building agreements were granted for 
nearby South End Farm on the Belsize estate. Ill) Across the parish 
in West Hampstead, the United Land Company was proposing to establish 
a street plan in I8 7 0  for its estate bordering on the Edgware Road, 112) 
and the London Permanent Building Society was granted permission by 
the Metropolitan Board of Works to develop the adjoining West End Park 
estate in I8 7 8 . 113) Oaklands Hall to the south came onto the market
in the same year, 1 1 4 ) and was the second estate in the area to be 
purchased by the United Land Company, 115) while the owner of the 
Cotton estate on the opposite side of West End Lane made provision for 
development by assisting Sir Spencer Maryon Wilson in building Priory 
Road along the boundary between their two properties. 116 ) (Maps 2:iii A 
and 2:iii B)
Despite the releasing of these many properties for development purposes, 
a map of 1 8 8 O shows that, with the exception of the Greenhill and the 
British and United Land Company's Edgware Road estates, building had 
not yet proceeded far on these new properties. 117) The Ecclesiastical 
districts reflect the fact that development was still concentrated 
within the bounds of those estates where building had been underway
a a
for some years, for in I8 8 I, as in I8 7 I, a high proportion of 
Hampstead’s population and inhabited houses was returned by the same 
three districts, namely St Saviour and St Mary Kilburn, together with 
St John and Holy Trinity, the latter combination representing the 1^ 71 
area of St John from which Trinity was abstracted in 1872-1873. 118 )
(Table 2rviii A, Section 2 and Map 2:iv B)
Expansion on the new building estates more properly belonged to the 
closing decades of the century and the boom years of the iSBOs resulted 
in growth throughout the parish. The effects were undoubtedly 
concentrated within certain neighbourhoods, which extended from Kilburn 
to the northern parish boundary and across to South End Farm. Within 
this band, however, activity was still localised. In I8 9 I, there was 
extensive building on both sides of West End Lane south of the Midland 
Railway, while to the north, widescale development was confined to 
certain estates bordering the west side of the Lane and its northwards 
continuation in Fortune Green Road. 119) This expansion is reflected 
by the Ecclesiastical districts of St Mary Kilburn, St James, St Cuthbert
and Emmanuel, which together contained more than one third of the total
\
parish population and inhabited houses. (Table 2rviii A, Section 3 
and Map 2:iv D) Only sporadic development had occurred on the east up 
to Finchley Road, and from here to Frognal was still virtually open 
land, with a few large houses standing in their own grounds. 120) A 
rural atmosphere was thus retained, so much so that in 1 8 8 8 , Hampstead 
Vestry received a letter from a Mrs J. Phillips
’enquiring whether bulls were allowed to graze in 
fields in which there is a public footpath, and 
alluding to her own experience recently in 
crossing the fields between Oak Hill Park (the 
Redington Road area) and Finchley New Road.’ 121 )
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From Frognal across to the estates bordering Rosslyn Hill and down to 
South End Farm, the built up area was relatively continuous, 122) with 
building on such holdings as the Carlile estate and South End Farm 
itself, contributing to the increases in St Stephen. 123) (Table 2 rviii A, 
Section 3 and Map 2 :iv I»
The style of development in the west continued to differ from that
further east, with the dividing line between these two differentiated
areas running approximately along West End Lane, then turning north along
Finchley Road. The houses were less elegant and more closely built to
the west, and accordingly they attracted a different class of resident.
’West Hampstead is still fast increasing, the 
houses being generally built to accommodate the 
better class of artisans, clerks, railway men, ^
policemen, travellers, and a few professional men,'. 124)
At least three more estates in the neighbourhood were sold to land
companies during this period, namely the property immediately north of
the Midland line and bounded by Ravenshaw and Broomsleigh Streets, together
with the nearby Hillfield Road estate and the site that was later to become
Ingham and Burrard Roads. ^
Elsewhere in the parish, the area of lower middle/working class occupancy
*•*3was confined to a few streets and courts in Hampstead village, and the 
area around South End Green, where the building of the Small Pox Hospital
1*1 The exact area referred to was bounded by Edgware Road, (W) the parish 
boundary and Hampstead Cemetery, (N) Finchley Road, (E) and the London 
and North Western Railway line, (S).
+2 The property immediately north of the Midland line was developed by the 
Land Building Investment and Cottage Improvement Co. Ltd.; the 
Hillfield Road area by the Land Company of London, and Burrard and 
Ingham Roads by the National Standard Land Mortgage and Investment 
Company Ltd. 123) This source dates the development of the Hillfield 
Road area from l8 6 8 , but contemporary map evidence indicates that 
building here began in the late l8 7 0 s.
+3 In 1 8 8 7  the demolitions necessitated to extend Fitzjohns Avenue to
Hampstead High Street from just south of Church Row, required that two 
hundred and forty six persons of the labouring classes be rehoused. 
(Table 2 :xi)
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adversely affected the surrounding streets. 126) At the turn of the 
century, Booth noted that these districts, together with a few streets in 
Kilburn, comprised the only impoverished neighbourhoods to be found within 
the parish bounds. 127)
'.. to the north and east (of Park Road 
on the Lund estate) we get into a district 
very poor and slummy for such a fresh, pleasant 
suburb as Hampstead.' 1 2 8 )
During the l890s, the same pattern of growth was continued, but for the
first time, certain districts registered a decline in population. This
was most marked in the case of Christ Church, where the conversion of
dwellings in Hampstead village for ccmmerciail purposes may have contributed
to the loss of both population and inhabited houses. (Table 2:viii A,
Section k and Map 2:iv E) The growth in house stock and population
elsewhere was maintained, and although the increases were considerably
lower than those recorded during the boom years of the l8 8 0 s, (Table 2:ii
and 2:v) the areas over which, in 1900, building had yet to commence, were
restricted to small amounts of land near the northern parish boundary by
Hampstead Cemetery, and along both the Finchley and Redington Roads. 129)
The greater part of Hampstead Heath had been previously acquired as a
public open space, and it proved a popular recreation ground for the less
privileged members of the Metropolis.
The social divisions already noted within the parish had been perpetuated, 
and by the close of the century, both Kilburn and West Hampstead were 
described by Booth as neighbourhoods with a growing working class population, 
where many families took in lodgers. The residents of West Hampstead ranged 
in social status from shopkeepers, clerks and managers who formed the 
upper strata of local society, to the building workers, bus drivers, 
cabbies and stablemen who lived in the poorer streets, where many of the
^1 The main portions of the Heath within Hampstead parish were acquired
in 1 8 7 1  and 1 8 8 9 . 130)
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houses were occupied by more than one family. In general, the pattern of 
predominantly terrace housing was maintained, but here as elsewhere in 
the parish, a number of purpose built blocks of flats were also erected.
131) *1
West Hampstead and its inhabitants stood in marked contrast to the 
neighbourhoods further east, where the estates continued to house a 
predominantly wealthy class of resident. When Kidderpore Hall and its
grounds were released for development in 1 8 9 1 , a contemporary report
described the projected class of tenant in these terms.
'Those who can afford to pay a fair rental for a 
well-designed and comfortable house, where they 
can enjoy quiet, no longer desire to crowd into 
a boxed-up West-end house, but prefer a detached 
dwelling with rural surroundings and repose. Others 
also prefer to acquire a freehold site,and erect a 
dwelling suitable to their own tastes and requirements, 
and facilities for so doing can only be obtained near 
London by means of such opportunities as are afforded
by places like the Kidderpore Estate ... (which) has
fallen into the hands of those who have soul above 
bricks and mortar, and who are prepared to make them 
subservient to the beauties of nature. 133)
The inhabitants of the old Hampstead village area seemed particularly
anxious to preserve their select residential haven. Considerable resistance
to the building of a tramline to Hampstead village was encountered; many
sensible objections were raised, such as the difficulty of the steep
gradients involved, but these seem to have been of secondary importance
Taking the parish as a whole, several examples of blocks of flats built 
around the turn of the century can be identified. In 1 8 9 8  Gardner 
Mansions were erected at the east end of Church Row, and in 1903, 
blocks of flats were to be built on the sites of two large houses:
The Pryors, opposite Well Walk, and Bellmoor, at the head of East 
Heath Road by Whitestone Pond. Around the same time in West Hampstead, 
the site of the Cock and Hoop Public House at West End Green was 
cleared and flats again erected. Blocks were also being built over 
the parish boundary in southern St Paneras; for example on sites 
between Tottenham Court Road and Gower Street, and in Charlotte Street 
^etween Oxford Street and Bedford Square^ by 1894, and off Tavistock 
Place in 1 9 OO. 132)
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by comparison with the inhabitants' fear of lowered house prices and lost 
seclusion. It was argued that trams would bring 'crowds of the most 
objectionable classes to disperse in the midst of our town,' and thus 
'vulgarise Hampstead, and lower its tone as a superior residential suburb'. 
1 3 4 ) Their evident desire to maintain an unsullied enclave of affluence 
was eventually to give the residents of the old village area a reputation 
for snobbish exclusiveness.
'Over above its gates you shall read,
'Please refrain from entering unless 
you are possessed of some taste and at 
least five hundred a year.' ....
We shall also depend upon you to look with 
horror and disgust upon the blaring orgies 
in which the low and soulless denizens of 
Whitechapel indulge on our Heath from time 
to time. We shall expect you to keep yourself 
and your children entirely unspotted from the 
said orgies, and, if needs be, to subscribe to 
all the sundry expressions of local disproval 
thereof. And when you have settled among us, 
you must make a point of going about in the faith 
that Hampstead is ... genteel and select.' 135)
This tongue-in-cheek comment, although exaggerated, serves to illustrate
the wide differences existing at the close of the century within what
later became the Borough of Camden. The central zones of Holborn were
confirmed in their decline, and still possessed a core of impoverished
inhabitants; for 'Whitechapel' in the above description one could read
'St Giles.' Conditions over a wide extent of St Paneras were also
deteriorating and few neighbourhoods possessed any claim to be select.
Hampstead was distinguished by the social schism within its bounds and the
large proportion of its land under wealthy occupation, some of the most
desirable and expensive residences being those in the neighbourhood of
Hampstead village.
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CHAPTER 3 
THE BOROUGH OF LAMBETH 
INTRODUCTION
Constituent parish areas, their nineteenth century local government 
infrastructure and estate divisions
By comparison with Camden, the Borough of Lambeth is a less cohesive unit. 
It reaches southwards from an extensive frontage along the river to 
include Kennington, Stockwell, Brixton and part of Norwood, and although 
its present bounds embrace the entire nineteenth century parish of Lambeth, 
they also incorporate a very small part of the neighbouring parish of 
Camberwell to the east, and a far greater proportion of the nineteenth 
century parishes of Clapham and Streatham to the west. (Map 3:i) Unlike 
Camden, where entire census Districts are involved, this severance of 
nineteenth century boundaries means that the use of census statistics is 
more complex when applied to Lambeth. The small area of Camberwell may 
be discounted, but the far greater extent of Clapham and Streatham cannot 
be ignored; unfortunately, the latter were returned as complete parishes 
during the nineteenth century with no census subdivisions, and as only 
a part of their area now lies within Lambeth Borough, their returns must 
be interpreted accordingly. (Maps 3:i, 3:iiA and 3:iiB)
What can be discovered of local administration in the area during the 
nineteenth century concerns chiefly Lambeth parish. Here a Select Vestry 
was formed in 1610; exactly three hundred years later, in 1810, it was 
replaced by an Open Vestry. 1 Following the Metropolis Management
+1 Both Lambeth and Clapham adopted Sturges Bourne's Act for Poor Relief; 
in the case of the former, this operated between I8l9 and 1827, at 
which time it was discontinued. 2)
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Act of 1855, Lambeth retained its independent Vestry, while the smaller
parishes of Clapham and Streatham were taken into the District Board
of Wandsworth. 3) This arrangement lasted until 1899, when both
the Wandsworth Board district and Lambeth parish were accorded separately
+2
Borough status. 5) (Map 3:i)
As in Camden, local administration was complicated by the existence of 
private organisations. Nine Lighting Boards, similar in operation to the 
Paving Boards of St. Paneras, were established in Lambeth parish, 7) 
only to be terminated by the 1855 Metropolis Management Act. The influence 
of Turnpike Trusts was felt most strongly within the northern part of
Lambeth, but turnpike roads radiated from this central hub across both
Clapham and Streatham. These roads were not disinturnpiked until the mid 
I860s, (Map 3:v), and certain barriers on private estates,again in Clapham 
and Streatham,were maintained as late as the l880s. (Map 3:vi).
The pattern of land ownership has been established in detail for much of 
Lambeth parish, but elsewhere information is lacking. (Map 3:iii) Ten 
manors were found in Lambeth, the three most in^ortant being Kennington, 
Lambeth and Vauxhall. 8) Certain of these were subdivided into 
numerous smaller estates, but three property holders dominated the 
landownership pattern of the parish. The Canterbury See was the ground
+1 The Wandsworth District Board embraced, in addition to Clapham and
Streatham, the various parishes of Tooting Graveney, St Mary Battersea 
including Penge, Wandsworth, and Putney including Roehampton. 4)
+2 The detached portions of parishes were to be absorbed into adjacent
Boroughs and thus the detached portion of Streatham off the Norwood 
Road became part of the newly constituted Borough of Lambeth. 6) (Map 3:i)
+3 The remaining manors comprised Bodley Upgrove and Scarlettes, Heathrow, 
Lambeth Wick, Leigham Court, Levehurst, Milkwell and Stockwell . 9)
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landlord of the extensive manor of Lambeth together with the smaller 
Lambeth Wick, while the Duchy of Cornwall owned Kennington manor; 
further south. Lord Thurlow's holding comprised a broad area of Norwood 
and extended westwards into Streatham. 10) Except for this last holding 
which may have been extensive, properties in Streatham do not appear to 
have been sizeable, whereas in Clapham to the north, the only property 
for which bounds have been traced accounts for almost half the parish 
area lying within the Borough. Like the Thurlow land at Norwood, the 
.manors of Leigham Court, Milkwell and Vauxhall also extended beyond the 
bounds of Lambeth parish; but elsewhere a tentative conclusion is that 
estates appear to have been contained within the confines of a single 
parish.
Eighteenth century expansion
Until the mid eighteenth century, development in Lambeth parish was largely 
concentrated in a narrow strip bordering the river. 12) Subsequently, 
the building of certain Thames bridges and their associated road links, 
together with favourable leasing conditions, seems to have been jointly 
responsible for a stimulus given to building over much of the northern 
part of the parish.
Prior to the mid eighteenth century, the parish of Lambeth was relatively 
isolated, the only connection with the north bank of the Thames being the 
river ferry at Lambeth Palace. 13) Its remoteness was lessened with the 
opening of Westminster Bridge in 1750, lU) and this was followed by the
building of the Westminster Bridge and Kennington Roads, largely to act as
links with existing communications. (Map3 :v) The local road network 
was further improved in 1 ?68, with the opening of Blackfriars Bridge and
+1 The manor of Milkwell lay partly in Lambeth and partly in Camberwell,
while Vauxhall possessed certain detached lands in Mitchaniand Streatham. 
Leigham Court was owned by Lord Thurlow and formed part of his property 
in Lambeth and Streatham. 11) In addition, certain estates, the 
.greater part of which lay within the parish of Camberwell, slightly
overlapped the eastern boundary of Lambeth. (Map 3 :iii)
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the streets leading from its Surrey side to connect with roads further 
south. 15) Although many of these new streets took several years to 
complete, it would appear that their effect upon development was quickly 
felt.
*The building of Westminster-bridge may be considered
as the era when the rapid increase of the population 
of this parish commenced.' 16)
The district affected belonged largely to the manors of Lambeth and
Kennington. (Map 3 :iii ) Despite the fact that in Lambeth manor the
Archbishop of Canterbury could only grant leases for maximum period of
twenty one years or an uncertain three lives term, this northern area
had witnessed wide spread building expansion by 1806. 1%) The same was
also true of Kennington manor. In 1776 William Clayton, the lessee of
the Kennington demesnes, obtained an Act of Parliament to enable him to
grant building leases, and in 1789, he entered into a further agreement
for developing the demesne lands south of Kennington Lane and west of
Kennington Road. Subsequently, the Duchy of Cornwall decided that, from
1791, copyhold lands could be demised for the substantial term of ninety
nine years. 19)
^1 ■ it was normally assumed that three live*s were approximately equal 
to thirty one years. 17)
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A notable feature of this expansion was the growing concentration of 
industry to be found in the riverine zone, where soap and candle works., 
pottery manufactories and brewing firms leased many of the available 
sites. By 1789, pollution was already considerable and contributed, 
for example, to the decision made by a local botanical gardener to 
remove from the neighbourhood.
'I had long observed with .... regret, that I 
had an enemy to contend with in Lambeth Marsh, 
which neither time, nor ingenuity, nor industry, 
could vanquish; and that was the smoke of Lambeth, 
which, except when the wind blew from the South, 
constantly enveloped my plants.' 28)
Elsewhere in Lambeth parish there was little new building, and at the turn
of the century the only residential areas apart from the hamlets of
Stockwell and Norwood were to be found fringing Herne and Denmark Hills
with their spacious villa properties, 29) or along the Brixton and Clapham
+1 The pottery trade was established in seventeenth century Lambeth for 
the production of delftware, redware and stoneware. 20) By the mid 
eighteenth century the delftware factory of Abigail Griffith was the 
most important one in London, but by 1 800 the development of cream 
earthenware, (stronger than delft for every day use) together with 
soft paste and bone china, led to the Lambeth delft workers losing 
most of their trade, although a restricted range of items continued to 
be produced for a further forty or fifty years. 21 ) However, a new 
factory for the further production of redware was established at the 
turn of the century; the Imperial Pottery in Princes Street. 22)
A second major industry of Lambeth was distilling and brewing. The 
firm of Mawbeys was originally established in Vauxhall during the early 
eighteenth century, while the neighbouring firm of Fassett and Burnett, 
together with Beaufoys (just south of what was later to become the site 
of Waterloo Bridge) were established at a later date in the century, 
the latter leasing its site in 1762. 23)
A further major concern of the locality was the manufacture of soap and 
candles; Hawes was a prominent late eighteenth century firm but Field 
and Company could probably claim mid seventeenth century origins in 
Lambeth Marsh. 24)
The remaining industrial concerns were more varied in their scope. An 
artificial stone works was established near Beaufoys during the early 
part of the eighteenth century and was later taken over by Eleanor 
Coade, the firm changing its name to Coade and Sealy in 1795. 25) In
their immediate neighbourhood a patent shot tower was erected in 1 789
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Roads. The latter culminated in a zone of affluent residences surrounding 
Clapham Common, which formed a focal point for the village, while to the 
south, the linear settlement of Streatham extended along the main London 
to Croydon Road. However, the extent of the built up areas in these two 
parishes was only modest; in 1801 the entire parish population of Clapham 
was returned as 3864 and that for Streatham as 2357, with their 
respective house stock at 48? and 388.
1801 -  1831
These early decades of the nineteenth century were years of expansion 
for the parishes of Lambeth, Clapham and Streatham, culminating in the 
marked increases in population and house stock recorded for the interval, 
1821-1831. (Tables 3 :ii and 3 :v) Certain of the larger landlords 
obtained Acts of Parliament in order to improve their leasing powers, 
but except in northern Lambeth, these were to prove significant in paving 
the way for future development, rather than in promoting immediate 
expansion.
Despite the wide spread growth that had already occurred over Lambeth 
north of the Oval, there remained areas of open ground where development 
was to continue during this period. The poor quality of some of the 
housing here excited unfavourable comment but no action was taken to 
improve living conditions. The two new Thames bridges at Vauxhall and 
Waterloo, and certain additions to the parish road network of Lambeth,
and a concern which was later to become the engineering firm of 
R.W. Munro, began by producing mathematical and optical instruments 
in Lambeth High Street around 1790. 26) The timber industry was also 
well represented in the area, with timber yards taking up many of the 
sites immediately bordering on the river. 27)
+1 Clapham was the exception as regards its population which did not 
record a period of marked increase over this interval.
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were the only significant transport improvements effected during this 
period. Some demolitions were required to build the roads approaching 
Waterloo Bridge, but elsewhere the new roads crossed open country. More 
estates were released for development, but by 1831 this had hardly begun 
to take effect in southern Lambeth, southern Clapham and most of Streatham. 
In Clapham, sporadic development was evident both north and east of the 
Common by 1827, from where it was beginning to stretch along the main 
roads towards Vauxhall and South Lambeth. 30)
Lambeth
By 1824, much of the parish lying north of the Oval was under streets
and houses. 31) The concentration of industrial premises abutting on
the river and in its immediate vicinity was still a prominent feature,
and as already noted, this literally cast a cloud over the entire
neighbourhood.
'It would be impossible to enumerate ... 
all the manufactories with which Lambeth abounds. ' 32 )^
+1 The industrial pattern was both intensified and diversified during 
this thirty year period.
In 1810, Mauds lay, the heavy industrial engineering firm, was established 
in the Westminster Bridge Road, while the nearby brewing concern of 
Beaufoys was forced to move to a site in South Lambeth Road in 1812, 
as their premises were to be demolished as part of the building of 
the approaches to Waterloo Bridge. 33) In 1813 Cole and English' 
soap and candle factory was opened in the Belvedere Road, while the 
pottery industry saw the beginnings of a firm that was later to become 
a household word; in I8l5, John Doulton and John Watts were offered 
a partnership in a pottery works in Vauxhall Walk, and in 1 826 they 
moved to larger premises in Lambeth High Street. 34) In the same 
year a second shot tower was erected in the Belvedere Road, and William 
Clowes moved to Duke Street (now Duchy Street) where he bought up the 
premises of a resident printer, Applegarth and Cowper. His new factory 
which was opened in 1827, was then the largest printing works in the 
world. Three years later a further soap and candle manufactory was 
established in the area, for in 1830 Messrs Price and Co., opened 
their Belmont Works at Vauxhall. 35)
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Due to the availability of local industrial employment, together with 
suitably low priced housing, the labouring population of the area was fast 
increasing, so much so that certain neighbourhoods were already exciting 
comment; for example, some of the streets on the Canterbury estate, and the 
original village centre of Lambeth, off the High S t r e e t . T h e  northern 
part of the See's property lying approximately mid way between the Waterloo 
and Westminster Bridge Roads was described in the early l820s as a
'quarter now of the lowest description ...
The Buildings at present upon the Estate 
are of the very worst description and 
consist principally of small Wood Built
Tenements which are very old and much
dilapidated.' 36)
The few existing brick buildings were likewise of a 'very inferior class'. 
37)
As a partial remedy, the See proposed the building of new roads across its 
estate apparently in the hope that such action would both remove the poor, 
as well as open up new frontages likely to attract a good grade of building. 
Although these schemes, if carried out, would probably have involved only
a small amount of demolition, they can be regarded as precursors to the
major street improvements later executed north of the river in Holborn. In
+1 This was often called 'Water Lambeth', and its buildings stretched from 
the parish church at the gates of Lambeth Palace, southwards towards 
Vauxhall.
+2 Such proposals were made at various points during this thirty year period. 
In 1810, the building of wharves and a road in the neighbourhood of 
Stangate, near Lambeth Palace, was proposed, while in I82O, more 
sweeping improvements were suggested for the '21 Acres', the area lying 
approximately mid way between the Westminster and Waterloo Bridge Roads. 
Two lines of road were proposed; one from Waterloo Bridge Road by 
Vine Street to Westminster Bridge, which would serve to establish a 
'respectable Character of Building in this quarter now of the lowest 
description', and the other, a continuation of Stamford Street into 
Narrow Wall. In 1823, when York Road was then building through the 
'21 Acres', it was suggested that a branch could be formed 'to 
considerable advantage' from this road to Narrow Wall. 38)
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fact, a proposal put forward in 1826 for a new road from Lambeth Palace 
to Vauxhall, would have involved a substantial loss of property, as it was 
designed to do away with the old village area and remove the
'streets, filthy courts, and alley, and 
various nuisances which exist in no part 
or neighbourhood of the metropolis in a 
greater degree than in this part of 
Lambeth.' 39) +1
Side by side with these deteriorating neighbourhoods, both new development 
and infilling was to continue north of the Oval, influenced to some extent 
by revised leasing tenures and the increased mobility resulting from the 
building of two new Thames bridges and their associated approach roads.
(Map 3 :v) The Canterbury See was particularly active in revising its 
leasing provisions. Parliamentary powers to grant ninety nine year building 
leases were first obtained in 1807, but although some of the plots affected 
lay within this northern area, most already carried some form of building.
41) Subsequently in 1820 a second Act served to extend these powers to 
two small areas bordering the Brixton and Waterloo Bridge Road, while in 
1825, a more substantial provision was made, enabling the estate's 
copyholders to demise their property for ninety nine years. 42) The two 
new bridges built during this period were Vauxhall Bridge, opened in 1816, 
and Waterloo Bridge, which was completed a year later. 43) Although both 
were toll bearing, and their road approaches took several years to complete, 
their influence was felt immediately. By October of l8l?,the parish Vestry 
Minutes noted that
'The Population of this Parish has been increasing and 
still increases to a very great extent, more particularly 
by the communication lately made into the same, by the 
opening of the Waterloo and Vauxhall Bridges,'. 44) +2
+1 A similar proposal was made in 1829 40) but no work was implemented
until the l860s when the Albert Snbankment was constructed, broadly 
along the lines of these 1820sproposals.
+2 The good condition of the parish roads was also held as partially 
responsible for the increase in population. 45)
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The second major landowner in the area to take positive action to encourage 
development, was directly influenced in this decision by the building of 
Waterloo Bridge. In 181O, the Duchy of Cornwall obtained an Act conferring 
leasing powers for a relatively small and detached portion of its estate 
known as 'Prince's Meadow', which bordered on the Thames and was traversed 
by the Waterloo Bridge Road. 46) (Map 3 :iii)
Provision for expansion south of the Oval was also made during these years
by two of the major landowners in the area, as well as certain minor ones.
(Map 3 :iii) From 181O the Dean and Chapter of Canterbury were able to
grant leases for a part of Vauxhall Manor known as the 'Vauxhall Escheat',
and in addition to riverine Lambeth, the powers conferred by the
Act of 1807 affected the See of Canterbury's lands as far south as
Milkwood and the manor of Lambeth Wick in Brixton. 47) Patchy building
had commenced on the adjacent manor of Heathrow prior to 1820, but in l824
a further thirty three acres were sold in order to pay off the accumulated
debts of its past owner, Robert Stone. The neighbouring Tulse Hill estate
also began building in the early l820s. 48) To the south in relatively
remote Norwood, the two major property owners both took active steps to
gncourage development. Under the Lambeth Manor Enclosure Act of 1806, the
waste of Norwood had been apportioned between the landowners of the district,
the majority passing into the possession of the Canterbury See and Thurlow
estates; 49) certain roads were also authorised to be built in an attempt
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to render the district more accessible. (Map 3:v) In 1808 and again in 
1809, the Canterbury See tried to encourage the development of villa 
residences on short terra agreements, but it was only in l824 that it obtained 
the legal authority to lease its Norwood holdings for the more usual terra 
of ninety nine years. 50) The adjoining Thurlow property obtained similar 
parliamentary powers in I809, and in the following year the auction of one 
hundred and sixty acres of the estate took place, Levehurst Manor being
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finally disposed of in 1825- 51 )
Despite these extensive provisions for development, the immediate results were 
often disappointing. By l824, little expansion had occurred south of the 
Oval, with the exception of that part of Lambeth Wick straddling the Brixton 
Road, where development was proceeding. In south Lambeth and Vauxhall 
building was as yet sparse, and on the southern part of Lambeth Wick and 
the adjacent estate of Milkwood as well as the Canterbury and Thurlow 
estates at Norwood, it was virtually non-existent. 53) Not only was the 
marked growth of 1821-1831 concentrated within the northern part of the 
parish, but it would seem that its progress was erratic. Evidently, by 
1830, a general decline in metropolitan building was apparent also in Lambeth, 
for in a valuation of the See of Canterbury’s Milkwood estate the Surveyor 
concluded gloomily that
'from the great depression which has taken 
place in all Building Speculations, I do 
not think that any part of the Estate could 
at the present time be let for such a purpose.' 54)
£1200 was originally calculated as the sum payable to renew the lease, but
a letter appended to the valuation recommended that the £1000 offered should
be accepted 'if more cannot be obtained' due to the prevailing slump in the
building market. 35) Although the relatively high number of 336 houses
under construction was returned for Lambeth in the 1831 census, no fewer
than 1333 were given as uninhabited, this figure representing nearly 9% of
the entire parish house stock. (Table 3 :iv) The marked increases of 182I-
1831 thus appear to have resulted in an overprovision of accommodation, and
a high proportion of the premises returned as under construction may well
have represented projects in abeyance.
+1 Lord Thurlow died in 1806, leaving the management of his estate to a 
body of Trustees. The 1809 Act further authorised the building of 
certain access roads as well as the demolition of a large mansion 
house. 52)
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Cla-pham and Streatham
During the period as a whole, at least two landowners made substantial 
provision for development^in the form of the leasing powers conferred upon 
the Thurlow estate in 1809, and the release for building purposes of a large 
area of southern Clapham known as Bleakhall Farm. (Map 3 :iii ) In 1825 
Thomas Cubitt took this land on a building lease, 36) but, as on the south 
Lambeth estates, building progress was to be slow. Both parishes exhibited 
marked house stock increments during the l820s, but much of the land still 
remained open.
The census returns for the numbers employed in agriculture point to Streatham 
being the more rural of the two; furthermore, its involvement in 
agriculture declined more slowly than did that of Clapham. This is perhaps 
not surprising since Clapham lay nearer to the Metropolis. In 1811, 19.71^ 
of the families in Clapham and 13*68^ of those in Streatham were returned 
as chiefly employed in agriculture; in 182I these figures stood at 14.?1% 
and 35-399  ^respectively, falling to 1.13^ and 19.63% by 1831.
At this time the villages of Clapham and Streatham as well as the 
neighbourhoods of Lambeth south of the Oval would have been the preserves 
of well-to-do landowners, together with a locally employed labour force.
The former were attracted by the relative seclusion of these outlying 
districts; early estate developments at Clapham Park and Tulse Hill were 
planned for the wealthy, while the inhabitants of villas on nearby Herne 
Hill were described by a contemporary in the early l820s as 'for the most 
part well-to-do London tradesmen of the better class;'. 37) In 1813 
Clapham was recorded as possessing 'many good houses and gentleman's seats, 
inhabited principally by opulent merchants.', while by 1817, the local 
advantages of neighbouring Streatham had likewise indULced 'many opulent 
families to fix their residence in this village.' 38) By the mid l820s
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their residential character was unaltered:'
'the whole of the neighbourhood of Clapham 
bears the appearance of wealth taste, and 
comfort ... Many very enchanting villas 
and rural habitations are scattered throughout 
the neighbourhood (of Streatham)'. 39)
However as the century progressed, the majority of these southern districts
were to alter markedly in character, in some cases to such a degree that
their early and opulent origins were almost obliterated.
1831 - 1861
Overall, these decades can be described as a period of fluctuating growth, 
Lambeth, Clapham and Streatham all experienced a marked increase in house 
stock during the interval 184I-1831, but there was not a corresponding 
increase in the number of inhabitants, each parish having its own pattern 
of population growth. (Tables 3 ’*ii and 3 :v) The deterioration earlier 
noted in parts of north Lambeth spread further, although not beyond the 
riverine zone. While the local concentration of industry was still held 
partially responsible, the building of the railway viaduct to Waterloo in 
the late l840s and an increasing awareness of the inadequacy of land 
drainage in this area were also seen as contributing factors.
The built up area spread southwards over a wide area of Brixton and also 
westwards; by 1861 there was a relatively continuous belt of housing from 
Vauxhall to the neighbourhoods north of Clapham Common, eventually thinning 
out in the partially developed streets and villas of Clapham Park. In the 
south, both Norwood and Streatham were traversed in the raid 183OS by rail, 
the second line to cross the Borough area. Despite a notable increase in 
building in Norwood between 1831 and 186I, (Table 3*v and 3=vi) much 
undeveloped land was still to be found there at the close of the period, 
and the neighbouring parish of Streatham also retained a predominantly 
open landscape.
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Lambeth north of Kenaington Lane
Within Lambeth parish as a whole, the years 1831-1841 were a period of 
expansion, albeit that the increases in both population and house stock 
were less marked than those of the previous decade. (Tables 3:ii and 3 :v)
In 1841 the parish was for the first time divided into Subdistricts for the 
purpose of returning a census, and the relative importance of the two most 
northerly Subdistricts can be clearly illustrated, in terms of the percentage 
of parish population and house stock enumerated within their bounds.
Waterloo and Lambeth Church embraced that part of Lambeth lying north of 
Kennington Lane. (Map 3 ^iiA) They represented about one sixth (13.07%) 
of the entire parish area, but possessed in 1841 three-fifths (6l.66%) of 
its entire population and nearly three-fifths (37.83%) of its house stock. 
Although these shares diminished as the built up area extended southwards, 
nonetheless in 1861, the two Subdistricts (then divided into First and 
Second parts) returned just over half the total population of the parish. 
(Tables 3 :iv and 3 *vii B)
With the exception of the decade 187I-1881, the house stock of Waterloo 
(both Subdistricts together) decreased steadily from 1841, and that for 
Lambeth Church First from 185I, but a loss of population from these 
Subdistricts did not occur until some twenty to thirty years after the 
downturn in house stock. As with Subdistricts in Holborn, this brought 
about a rise in the number of persons per house at a period of maximum 
population densities, a circumstance which may have contributed to the 
physical deterioration now widely apparent in northern Lambeth. (Table 
3 :vii A, Sections 1 and 2). During this thirty year period both old and 
new neighbourhoods were to attract unfavourable comment. The problems of 
of the old village area remained largely unaltered; here a combination of
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poor housing plus the incidence of local industry were seen as major 
evils, and accordingly in 183I, a contemporary description of the area 
was couched in much the same terms as that previously quoted.
'Proceeding along Princes Street and Fore Street, 
running parallel with the river, and occupied 
by persons connected with the river, with potteries, 
whiting factories etc, the only objects that the 
perambulator can notice is the extreme filth and 
mean appearance of the neighbourhood.' 64)
The only remedy that was suggested was the then favoured solution of road
building; in 185I it was proposed to build a 'handsome terrace' with
branching side roads on the site of the buildings between the river's edge
and the line of the London and South Western railway viaduct from Nine Elms
to Waterloo. The extensive demolitions required, had they been effected,
would have served to remove,
'all those stench factories situated between 
Lambeth Church and Vauxhall,such as the 
bone burners, the potteries, and various others 
of like nature, which ... are abominations of 
the vilest nature '. 65)
+1 The concentration of industrial premises throughout north Lambeth was 
to intensify during this thirty year period. 60) By 1836 the firm of 
David Napier, machine makers, was established in the York Road, and in 
1836-1837 the Lion Brewery was built near the site of the later Charing 
Cross Footbridge, the Company expanding its premises to take in the site 
of the adjacent Lambeth Waterworks in 1853- 6l)
The industrial makeup was also undergoing changes as old firms left the 
district or were closed down. For example, the eighteenth century 
concern of Coade and Sealy moved from their riverine site in Lambeth 
north to the Euston Road at some point during the l830s - certainly 
they were established in their new location by 1834 - but this new lease 
of life was shortlived, and the Company soon sold off its stock. In 
addition, Martineau's Brewery near the Belvedere Road ceased to function 
as from l842. 62)
As regards the pottery industry, in l840 James Stiff took over a firm 
that had been established in the eighteenth century on the old Palace 
site of the Bishops of Hereford, while in l846 the firm of Doultons 
split into two separate father and son establishments. However, this 
separation was shortlived, for the two concerns were again carried on 
as one from the 1st January l8$4. 63)
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Not only was the character of established industry in the immediate 
vicinity of the railway viaduct a cause for concern, but the building of 
the viaduct itself during the late l840s had generally undesirable 
effects upon the district it traversed.
In keeping with certain contemporary proposals for street improvement
schemes, the London and South Western's extension was viewed by local
landowners as an improving force, as by crossing an already built up area
of predominantly poor quality housing, the line would act as a means
of clearance. From the point of view of the labouring population it
affected, however, its passage was to prove detrimental. Of prime
importance was the fact that no rehousing was provided for those displaced.
69) An attempt was made to minimise demolition by raising the line on a
viaduct of two hundred and sixty four arches, but it still necessitated the
loss of some seven hundred houses, and in all it affected over two thousand 
+3properties. 70) It is clear from descriptions of the type of property
+1 The original terminus of the London and South Western Railway (then 
called the London and Southampton) was at Nine Elms, situated on the 
boundary between Lambeth and Battersea parishes. The line was completed 
to this point in 1838, and the extension to Waterloo was sanctioned in 
1843 and completed in 1848. Originally Waterloo was to be a through 
station with the line's eventual terminus planned for a site near London 
Bridge, but this extension was abandoned in l849, and Waterloo became 
the permanent London terminus. 66) (Maps3 v^ii and 3 :viii)
+2 A number of better properties were encountered in the vicinity of the 
Westminster and Waterloo Bridges. 68)
+3 It is interesting to note that the census returns for 1841-I831 do not 
indicate a large loss of houses within Lambeth Church and Waterloo, the 
two Subdistricts primarily affected by the line's passage and the 
building of the terminal site. (Table 3 :v) It is possible that rapid 
rebuilding could have occurred or else the report of seven hundred 
houses demolished could have been an over estimate. In fact the actual 
number of houses is not of crucial importance; it remains an 
indisputable fact that a substantial number of persons were affected 
by the line's construction and the building of the Waterloo terminus, 
and a large exodus of inhabitants brought about.
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affected that those displaced were mainly from the working classes,and 
as with the Holborn street improvements, it is probable that economic 
ties forced many to move into adjacent accommodation rather than leave the 
area. This view is to some extent reinforced by the census statistics 
which show that in Waterloo and Lambeth Church, the two Subdistricts 
primarily affected by the line’s passage, population totals rose 
significantly between 1841 and 183I. (Table 3 *vii A,Section 1) Such an 
increase might arise from more than one cause, but a possible, even probable 
contributing factor is that a number of those displaced did not leave the 
neighbourhood. If so, their movement into nearby property must have served 
to exacerbate the poor housing conditions. 71)
Of only slightly less importance than the loss of house accommodation was
the effect of the viaduct itself, which shut out both light and air from
most of the streets it crossed. 72) It is true that some saw compensating
advantages, in that the viaduct's many arches might be utilised to provide
+1homes for the poor, but this idea was never to gain wide acceptance.
+1 For example, this was mentioned in 'The Builder' magazine on more than 
one occasion. In l849 it was reported that the Samaritan Society of 
England was to interest itself in such conversions, and in 1866 the 
general proposal to use such arches to house the poor was again 
reported, the correspondent stating that some were already inhabited.
It is true that in the l840s, certain of the arches of the East London 
Blackwall Railway were used as living accommodation and for an infant 
school. 73)
The railway viaduct was not the only transport phenomenon seen as 
contributing to the deterioration of north Lambeth; certain contemporary 
observers alleged that respectable working class families could not 
afford the tolls payable to cross certain of the Thames bridges and thus 
their hinterlands were abandoned to those who at best were casually 
employed. 74) However, it is debatable how much credance should be 
accorded such suggestions as both skilled and casual employment was 
readily available on the south bank, and thus a large percentage of the 
local labour force would not have needed to cross the river to find 
work.
104
In fact little was done within Lambeth parish to alleviate the living 
conditions of its extensive working class population, whereas in Camden 
during this period, a number of philanthropic bodies were at work on housing 
problems. Only two such examples of improvement come to light in Lambeth.
In the first case a ground landlord took the initiative; in 1856, new 
lodging houses were built for the Duchy of Cornwall in Vauxhall Row, thus 
replacing twenty decayed houses with fifty four new dwellings. 75) This 
was followed a year later by the Lambeth Association for Providing Improved 
Dwellings for the Labouring Classes, who took a site between Vauxhall Walk 
and the railway. 76) These examples stand in marked contrast to the Camden 
schemes, not only in terms of scale, but also of provenance. In Lambeth 
the sponsors were of local origin, but in Camden, metropolitan organisations 
were at work.
During the 183OS, a general awareness was to emerge of a further and vital 
factor contributing to the poor living conditions of much of riverine 
Lambeth, namely its inadequate drainage. In 1852 it was reported that 
•Parts of the parish, lying near the river, are very often under water, the 
drainage is very bad,'. 77) This shows that flooding was a recurrent 
problem, but it appears to have attracted little attention until this time, 
when the growing importance of sanitary engineering as reflected by the 
passing of the Public Health Act in l848, 78) can be held as largely 
responsible. The difficulties were twofold; firstly, much of south London 
immediately bordering on the Thames lay below the high water mark, and 
secondly, these lower lying neighbourhoods were subject to flooding as water 
from the high level sewers drained north after a heavy rainfall. 79) The 
main overflow from Norwood and Dulwich north to the Thames was the Effra 
River which ran along the east side of the Brixton Road. It frequently 
overflowed; hence the derivation of the original name for Brixton Road of
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the 'Washway.' Although the Effra was in places bricked over, 80) it was 
not until the closing years of the century that the final steps were taken 
in north Lambeth to remedy drainage deficiencies. The problem of storm 
overflow during this period was exacerbated by the spread of building 
southwards :
'the suddenness and destructiveness of these 
inundations increases in proportion to the 
progress of building and drainage in the 
upper district.' 81)
The southern districts of Lambeth
The parish south of Kennington Lane was divided into the four census 
Subdistricts of Kennington First, Kennington Second, Brixton and Norwood. 
(Map 3 :ii A) During the years 183I-I861 building expansion was to occur 
throughout this area, but it varied in intensity in the several 
neighbourhoods affected. Broadly, activity can be said to have been 
widespread in the north, and to have affected a progressively 
smaller area towards the south.
Unfortunately, no break-down by Subdistricts is available for the years
I83I-I841. The first to be provided shows that between 1841 and 185I the
main growth took place in Kennington, which in 183I was divided into two
Subdistricts. Of these it was the more northerly Kennington First which
recorded the larger increment between 185I and 1861. Jointly, the two
Kenningtons returned a larger population increase in this decade than any
other district of Lambeth, (just over 8,000), but this was appreciably less
than the corresponding figures for 1841-31 and 186I-7I (11,000 and 20,000
respectively). The house stock increment, also relatively modest between
1851 and 1861, was similar to that of Brixton. The same decade saw the
the
beginning of growth inJ^Norwood Subdistrict, where the numbers of both 
population and house stock nearly doubled. (Tables 3 :i, 3 :ii, 3 :iv and 3 :v)
106
However, despite these signs of expansion in Brixton and Norwood, the two 
southern Subdistricts which together comprised nearly two thirds of the 
entire parish area, (61.86%) housed only 12.38% and 4.6l% respectively
of the parish population in 1861. (Table 3:vii B)
Many new and some established building estates contributed to the 
development of these four Subdistricts during this period. (Map 3 :iii }
The development pattern of much of demesne lands of Kennington Manor was 
established by l843, while expansion also continued on the adjacent manor 
of Vauxhall as well as to the south, on the Lambeth Wick estate east of 
Brixton Road. 82) Other nearby properties were also released for building 
purposes at this time:the Jackson estate was developing during the 183OS 
and l840s; the detached portion of Lambeth Wick bordering Goldharbour Lane 
during the early 1830s; Angell Town was building in the 183OS, while most 
of the development on that southern part of Lambeth Wick traversed by 
Loughborough Road occurred over the interval between 183O and i860. 83)
Although building did not commence in earnest until the mid l860s, part 
of the manor of Heathrow was acquired by the Westminster Land Society in 
1853, while to the south in Norwood, the final sale of Thurlow property 
took place in 1845» the Trustees preparing a road plan for the area affected 
which lay north of the Cemetery, enclosed by Croxted Road and Norwood 
Road. 84)
Clapham and Streatham
The neighbouring parishes of Clapham and Streatham also witnessed a varying
year
degree of building expansion over this thirtyj^period. Both returned a 
marked increase in house stock for the decade 184I-185I, and while their 
population totals continued to rise, the rate of increase in Streatham 
was well below that for Clapham. (Tables 3 :i, 3:i^ ,3 :iii & 3 :"^ ?hese two 
parishes emerged at the end of the period with dissimilar characters.
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Streatham retaining a predominantly open landscape, whereas Clapham had 
succumbed widely to the influence of the builder.
Three distinct residential zones can be identified for that part of Clapham 
lying within the Borough of Lambeth. The first comprised the spacious 
houses surrounding the Common, the second the large villas and wide streets 
of Clapham Park; here building was adversely affected by the recession of 
the early thirties, and although the pace of development quickened during 
the succeeding decade, the estate was far from complete in 1849. 85)
The third and remaining area of the parish was fast disappearing under a 
network of small streets and houses,
Streatham does not lend itself as readily to such a clear cut description.
By the close of the period, that part of the parish within the Borough
could be said to comprise the village nucleus of linear form, flanked by
villas set in their own grounds. Although building potential was conferred
over a wide area by the sale in 1836 of Lord Thurlow's Leigham Court manor,
and the laying down of Leigham Court Road three years later, 86) house
+1building here progressed only slowly.
Perhaps the prosperity of farming in Streatham can be held partially 
responsible for the tardy progress of building; in 1841 the census returned 
fifty nine temporary residents within the parish who were there for the 
hay making, and a local directory for l843 made a special comment of this 
activity in its brief description of the neighbourhood. 88)
+1 There exists a series of three parish maps of Streatham dated 1840, 
1843 and 1852. 87) These are not wholly reliable, as they show 
very little increase in building, and yet the census return records an 
increase in house stock of 199,between 1841 and 183I.
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The physical development of streets and houses is relatively easy to
trace, but the type of person who was attracted to both the old and new
neighbourhoods is a more complex aspect to assess. In common with
Camden, contemporary estate developments in Lambeth and Clapham catered
for the middle and upper working class tenant, and as the built up area
spread southwards, it engulfed earlier and more affluent developments.
While some estates were able to retain much of their original character,
this progression of bricks and mortar frequently resulted in a gradual
change of occupancy, the wealthier resident giving way to the less well off.
This was brought about by either the demolition of vacated mansion houses
and the partition of their grounds, or more simply, the subdivision of
conveniently sized houses leading to multiple occupancy in place of a
single family tenancy. Thus the first inroads into the belt of mansions
surrounding Clapham Common were made in the 185OS. In 1853» a large house
'The Cedars',
on the Gauden-Hewer estate was demolished and in l860^a second house on 
the same property shared its fate, subsequent development taking the form 
of smaller villas and terraces. Nearby New (later Grafton) Square, also 
completed during the mid 185OS, replaced another large mansion. 90)
In general there were more affluent residences towards the south. Sometimes 
this was the outcome of deliberate estate management as in the case of 
Clapham Park; also outlying districts still retained sufficient seclusion 
to attract a prosperous class of tenant. Many large houses were still to 
be found at Norwood in 186I, while even greater advantages were enjoyed 
by Streatham. As with Hampstead, the affluence of Streatham's residents 
is illustrated by the 185I census return, which shows 14.9% of all males 
aged twenty years and above to have been employed as servants.
+1 H.J. Dyos discusses suburban limits within South London for the years 
1856 and l84l, giving classes of population to be found at various 
distances from the river. His findings are not discussed here as they 
are necessarily generalised, although they are broadly compatible with 
the Lambeth particulars given above. 89)
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Transport
The infrequent and expensive nature of contemporary public transport 
facilities assisted in the seclusion of these southern neighbourhoods.
As with Camden, several proposals were put forward during the l840s and 
1850s, mainly for railway development but also for certain road schemes. 
All of them concerned the northern part of Lambeth parish,where one line 
impinged upon Clapham, (Maps 5 :viii and 3 :ix) but except for the South 
Eastern Railway's extension to Charing Cross, and the Lambeth Embankment, 
both executed during the l860s, none of the proposals put forward was ever 
implemented.
The second railway line to cross the Borough owed nothing to these early 
plans. Its purpose was to connect the Crystal Palace at Sydenham with a
west end terminus, hence the origin of its somewhat lengthy name: the West
End of London and Crystal Palace Railway. It opened in 1856, running 
through the still largely undeveloped neighbourhoods of Streatham and 
Norwood. (Map 3 *vii) Even at the close of this period the Borough was 
thus deficient in rail communications. The main improvements achieved in 
road access were effected through an ever increasing network of estate 
streets, together with the building of a new Thames footbridge at Charing
Cross and the abolition of tolls on certain of the north Lambeth roads.
(Map 3 :v) In addition the coach services of the 183OS and l840s were 
supplanted by the development of bus routes, at least as far as the inner 
zones were concerned. A directory for i860 lists omnibus services to 
Clapham and Brixton at intervals of five, ten and fifteen minutes, but as 
with Camden, this provision decreased with distance frcm central London.
+1 It ran from an end-on junction with the Crystal Palace branch of the
London, Brighton and South Coast Railway, (outside the bounds of Lambeth 
to the south east) to a temporary terminus at Wandsworth Common. The 
line was worked by the London, Brighton and South Coast Company from 
the outset. The Pimlico terminus was opened in I858 and the extension 
to Victoria in i860. 91)
+2 The bridge was opened in l845- 92)
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Thus for Norwood only daily bus services are listed, and for Streatham 
no bus routes are given at all. 93)
In common with the districts north of the river, it is difficult to 
establish any relationship between the improvement of public transport and 
the progress of development during this period. Long before the abolition 
of toll gates, building had passed beyond these barriers, and it is 
impossible to assess, what, if any, constraint the restriction of mobility 
had exerted on the spread of building development. It is equally impossible 
to determine whether the opening of the West End of London and Crystal 
Palace Railway played a part in the notable increase of population and house 
stock recorded in Norwood between 1851 and 186I. One tentative conclusion 
is that the growth of inner zone bus services probably intensified an already 
existing development pattern, as appears to have been the case across the 
river in Camden and Kentish Towns.
1861 - 1901
While the overall population and house stock figures for Lambeth parish 
were nearly to double during this forty year period, this expansion was 
concentrated in the districts south of Kennington Lane. In the north, a 
general decline in population began after 1861, but the fall in house stock 
preceded that in population (except for a small rise between 187I and 1881), 
and the average number of persons per house continued to rise, being 
generally more than nine, and in Lambeth Church First more than ten, by 
the end of the century. (Tables 3 :ii, 3 :vii A, Sections 3-6) The already 
degraded living conditions were exacerbated by continuing incidence of local 
industry, flooding and railway incursions, and in contrast to the congested 
areas of Holborn and St Paneras across the river, where metropolitan and 
local authorities were to implement clearance and redevelopment plans, this 
area of north Lambeth executed only one such scheme.
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By the turn of the century, building development was virtually complete 
over the entire parish of Lambeth, and those parts of Clapham, and much of 
Streatham, within the Borough bounds. V/hereas in 1861 more than half the 
population of the parish belonged to the districts north of Kennington Lane, 
by 1901 more than seventy per cent of Lambeth's population lived in the 
south. Yet the densities per acre here were far lower than those of the 
north; whereas Lambeth Church Second reached a maximum of well over 200 
(1881), Kennington First recorded less than 110 (19OI), Kennington Second 
about 80, Brixton just over 50 and Norwood about 25,(l891 data, in the 
absence of 19OI records for these Subdistricts). The average number of 
persons per house was also less, being everywhere under eight and usually 
under seven. The chief point of interest here is the modest rise in 
occupancy experienced in the south compared with, for example, Lambeth 
Church. Indeed, Norwood had actually fewer persons per house (less than 
six) in 1901 than in 1851, and the figure for Brixton rose by less than 
0 .4 over this period; in contrast, Lambeth Church First added more than 
three to the number of occupants per house.
By catering largely for the middle and upper working classes, estate 
development in the south maintained the patterns of movement and adaptation 
already established in previous decades. Charles Booth’s survey of the 
parishes of Lambeth and Clapham in 19OO showed that the tendency was for 
streets to decline due to an outwards movement of population; as one class 
vacated a neighbourhood it no longer found attractive, the next and lower 
element on the social ladder would usually move in, in response to 
redevelopment or subdivision. There are clear indications that by the 
turn of the century the few remaining affluent enclaves to be found by 
Clapham Common, on Brixton Hill and Denmark Hill, and in Norwood and 
Streatham, were on the decline.
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Lambeth, north of Kennington Lane
Within the four northern Subdistricts of Lambeth, fluctuations in both
population and house stock returns were evident over this forty year period,
+1but in no instance was a steady decline recorded. (Tables 3 :ii and 3 :v)
All too frequently a loss of house stock over a census interval was not 
matched by a commensurate decline in population, and as a result the average 
number of inhabitants per house increased. (Table 3 :vii A, Sections 3-6 )
By 1901, these four Subdistricts although accounting for a smaller 
proportion of the total population of the parish had in fact more residents 
than in 186I, (8568I as compared with 83290); nevertheless their stock of 
houses had declined by nearly 1000 (9661 as compared with IO528).
A further breakdown of area is made possible by consulting the Ecclesiastical
parish returns which illustrate how the Subdistricts*figures mask local
pockets of both good and bad housing conditions. In general, those
the average
parishes with a lower or higher population density in 18?1 thanj^ for the 
census Subdistrict of which they formed a part, exhibited the same trait 
in 1901, suggesting that their overall character had not significantly 
altered during the interim period.(Tables 3 : vii A, Sections 4 and 6,
3 :viii; Maps 3 :iv A and 3 :iv B) This observation is to some extent
further supported by two surveys of the parish conducted by Charles Booth 
at the close of the l880s and again in I9OO, whose conclusions are broadly 
in accordance with the statistical data already noted. While the earlier 
survey described the entire area north of Kennington Lane as one of working 
class occupancy, it distinguished between poorer neighbourhoods which 
generally returned higher than average population densities in 1871» and
+1 For Waterloo Second, a decline in population and house stock is
recorded between 1861 and 1891» but due to the combined return with 
Waterloo First in 1901, it is impossible to say whether this trend 
was maintained over the closing decade of the century.
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slightly more prosperous streets, where living conditions were less 
congested. For example, while parts of St Andrew (population density p.acre 
212) and St Thomas (population density 277) contained pockets of poorer 
streets often in bad repair, tenants in nearby St Philips (population 
density 126) were fairly comfortable, although their lodgers might be 
considerably poorer. 94) (Table 3 :viii) In 1900, the northern
districts of the parish were still noted to be the most impoverished. The 
area bounded by the river, Lambeth Road, Kennington Road and Kennington 
Lane was described, for example, as a working class zone with a strong 
element of poverty among its inhabitants. These bounds embraced certain 
Ecclesiastical districts returning high population densities in 1901; 
for example, St Thomas (242) and Immanuel (245)- In contrast, the streets 
of St Philips to the east were again noted as an area of predominantly 
working class comfort, and its population density (185) was again less than 
that of several of the neighbouring parishes. 95) (Table 3^viii)
The impoverished condition of much of north Lambeth at the close of the 
nineteenth century can be attributed in large part to those pervasive 
phenomena the effects of which had long been criticised; the presence of 
industry, incidence of flooding and extensions made to the railway system 
with an attendant lack of rehousing. All these were compounded by the fact 
that, unlike Holborn and southern St Paneras, north Lambeth lacked any 
significant provision for the improvement of working class living conditions.
The industrial pattern of the area did not alter in any marked degree 
during these forty years, and the type of activity prevalent earlier in 
the century continued to flourish. However, wharfage between Westminster
+1 It contained a number of middle class residents as well. 96)
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Bridge and Vauxhall was terminated in 1869 by the embanking of the
Thames, 97) a move intended to protect this district from the periodic
flooding to which it had always been subject. The embankment replaced
many narrow streets and alleys running parallel to the river, and thus
brought about the type of large scale clearance advocated by earlier
reformers, again with new roads as the end result. Unfortunately, the
Albert Bnbankment did not lessen the problems of Lambeth's extensive
riverine frontage north of Westminster Bridge. During the winter of 1875
an abnormally high tide inundated much of riparian London,, and although
most flood defences were subsequently raised, 98) severe flooding was again
reported along the entire stretch between Blackfriars and Westminster
Bridges in January, I881. The weather had been bad and conditions for
those affected were appalling.
'As if the snow, the frost, and the gale were 
not enough to try us, the inhabitants of the 
southern shores of the Thames have had to bear 
the stress of an unprecedently high tide. The 
south-east wind, piling up a flowing tide, poured 
the water into the low-lying districts and brought 
upon them a disastrous flood laden with floating 
blocks of ice.' 99)
The vicars of St John and St Andrew Lambeth appealed publically for funds
to assist their parishioners. 100) Subsequently the flood defences were
again raised, 101) and after that, serious inundations appear to have 
+1ceased.
The problems of the local inhabitants were further exacerbated by the 
railway building that was carried out during this period. In l864 the 
South Eastern Railway made its extension line to Charing Cross, its passage 
affecting a densely populated part of north Lambeth.(Map 3:vii)
+1 A 1928 Report states that the Metropolitan Board of Works decided after 
the floods of January 1881 that flood defences should be raised to 
eighteen feet, and that subsequently, no tide reaching this level had 
been recorded. 102)
+2 The Charing Cross Footbridge was replaced by a combined rail and
foot bridge. 103) For an interesting study of immediate (October 
i860- March I86I) displacement, see H.C.Binford, 'Land Tenure, 
Social Structure, and Railway Impact in North Lambeth, I83O-6I', 
Journal of Transport History, 11, no.3 , (1973-4 ), 143 et seg.
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Subsequently in 18?4 and 1877, the London and South Western Company 
obtained powers to enlarge their terminal site at Waterloo, a further 
portion of the station being brought into use in 1885. The 1874 
improvements involved site extensions both to the north west and south; on 
the former side some one hundred houses were acquired and their sites 
cleared. 104) The 187I census notes that the fall in population within 
the Waterloo First Subdistrict over the interval 186I-1871 was largely 
the result of the South Eastern Railway extension, while the decline in 
Lambeth Church First was similarly attributed to local improvements, that 
is the Embankment and the associated building of St Thomas Hospital just 
south of Westminster Bridge. It would appear that in common with the 
railway extensions no new housing was provided for any of those displaced 
to build the Snbankment or the Hospital, IO5) and notwithstanding the fall 
in population, the number of persons per house continued to rise; (1861- 
1871, Waterloo First 8.8 to 8.84, Waterloo Second 8.55 to 8.58 and Lambeth 
Church First, 8 .17 to 8.61).
Developments facilitating mobility included the removal of tolls on bridge
and on most turnpiked roads, the building of new cross Thames links and
+1the extension of the rail network to most parts of the parish.
+1 In 1862 two new Thames bridges were opened: one at Lambeth Palace and 
the other a rebuilt structure to replace the dilapidated bridge at 
Westminster. During the following decade the Metropolitan Board of 
Works purchased the Bridge Companys' interests in the toll bearing 
bridges and abolished the tolls; this was effected in l877 as regards 
Charing Cross and Waterloo, and in l879 with respect to Lambeth and 
Vauxhall. IO6) After the main communications had been cleared of 
turnpike gates, a few remained on private estate roads but in general 
these were of little importance in obstructing traffic flow. (Map 3^vi) 
The road network was further improved by minor alterations; in 1886 
the line of the South Lambeth Road was straightened, and in 189O, part 
of Coldharbour Lane was widened. 107)
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(Maps 3 :v and 3 *vii) Bus services were also expanded and after an
I ^
abortive attempt to introduce the tram to the parish in 1861, extensive 
lines were laid down during the l8yOs, eventually reaching as far as the 
southernmost districts of Norwood and Streatham. (Table 3 :ix) However, 
despite a general rise in the standard of living and the special 
concessionary fares offered by tram and rail companies, regular commuting 
was still beyond the means of poorer members of the working class at the 
turn of the century. Many of these were inevitably precluded from living 
at any great distance from their work by the day to day nature of their 
employment; for example. Booth's survey of north Lambeth in 1887-I889 
described a number of its residents as irregular or casual workers, often
employed as waterside labour. The importance of the south bank
enterprises as a source of employment emerges strongly; besides the 
riverside wharfage, Boulton's pottery works, and the railway companies 
and printing businesses are all mentioned. The prominent engineering 
firm of Maudslays was also a significant focus. The immediate vicinity 
was dismal, but here lived many of the firm's workers. 111)
As the area exerted such strong economic ties on its residents, it is all
the more notable that little was done to improve their living conditions 
during a period of increasing social awareness and growing state 
intervention. Unlike southern St Paneras and Holborn, where several 
largescale redevelopment schemes were executed, or at least initiated, 
north Lambeth was neglected by both local and metropolitan authorities.
+1 In 1861, an American, George Francis Train, laid down three tram lines 
in London. One ran from the south end of Westminster Bridge in Lambeth 
to Kennington Gate but it had a very short life. Opened on the 
15 August, 1861, it was closed less than a year later, on the 21 June, 
1862. 108) The lines excited much contemporary comment, the one in 
Lambeth being frequently mentioned at Vestry meetings. 109) Although 
a certain degree of irrational prejudice existed, the fact that if 
badly laid, the raised part of the line protruded above the surface of 
the road, appears to have given rise to a legitimate amount of 
complaint. 110)
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+1while private enterprise was only slightly more active. One improvement 
area was created, namely Windmill Row, a rectangular block of houses north 
of the New Cut and just within the parish boundary. Here four hundred 
and fifty nine working class residents were displaced and new accommodation 
for four hundred and sixty persons provided on site. Unfortunately this 
was not wholly to the good: the area was cleared soon after October 1886, 
but over two years were to elapse before the new housing was provided. II3) 
A similar time lag has been noted in connection with some of the Camden 
schemes and it meant that those displaced lost their homes with no immediate 
recompense. However with the spread of working class occupancy to the 
south and west, by the close of the century such housing problems were no 
longer entirely confined to north Lambeth.
Lambeth, south of Kennington Lane together with the parishes of 
Clapham and Streatham
For the Subdistricts south of Kennington Lane, these forty years were a
period of fluctuating expansion. Each district experienced a marked 
increase
decennialj^of both population and house stock, its incidence being 
progressively delayed towards the south. In the two Kenningtons it was 
recorded between 1861-187I; in Brixton during the following decade and in 
Norwood between 1891 and 1901. (Tables 3 :ii and 3:v) The generally 
southwards progression of building is further reflected by the fact that the 
incidence of growth in the Lambeth Subdistricts of Kennington First and 
Second together with Brixton appears to have some affinity with that of 
Clapham, where the maximum increase of population was recorded for 1871- 
1881 and that for house stock during the subsequent decade. Norwood to the
+1 For example, in 1875 a block of Peabody buildings was opened in Stamford 
Street, to be followed in 1881 by a block at the intersection of 
Kennington and Lambeth Roads, built for the South London Dwellings 
Company. In 1885 new artisan dwellings were erected immediately to the 
south in Walnut Tree Walk, with Guiness Trust flats built in Vauxhall 
Walk in l893- 112)
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south accords with Streatham, which experienced its maximum increase
+1in population and house stock between 1891 and 19OI.
Kenndji£t£n_and__Brixt£nJSub_di£t£i£t_s ^ij^_the_j)£r^h £f__pla£h^
By the close of the century building was relatively continuous over the 
Subdistricts of Kennington First and Second as well as Brixton and that part 
of Clapham belonging to Lambeth Borough. In addition to continued activity" 
on established building estates many new projects had contributed to this 
expansion; for example, in 1868 the Milkwood estate in Lambeth had been 
leased with the intention of building a working class village on the site, 
and by 1872, many houses had been erected. The major part of the
Wright estate bordering the Brixton Road was developed following 187O, and 
by 1871, most of the nearby Minet holding had been divided into building 
plots. 116) To the west, two large estates opposite the Smallpox Hospital 
in Landor Road, Stockwell, were built over during the twelve months prior 
to October 1884, and at that time development was also planned for a 
neighbouring estate immediately adjoining the Hospital as well as for a 
holding on the east side of Clapham High Street. 117) In 1887» Raleigh 
House and the adjacent Lawn estate came up for sale, the properties 
bordering on the east side of Brixton Hill and described in the auction 
particulars as suited for development purposes once the existing 
accommodation had been demolished. II8) (Map 3 *iü )
+1 One must always bear in mind the differences in Subdistrict area between 
1891 and 1901 which may have artificially affected the situation. (Maps 
3 :ii A and 3 :ii B) The maximum increases for Clapham and Streatham were 
of course for the entire parish and not just the area within the bounds 
of the Borough of Lambeth.
+2 The estate was leased to the Suburban Village and General Dwellings
Company but unfortunately the Secretary dissipated the funds and the site 
was taken over by a firm of London architects,who nonetheless agreed to 
develop it in accordance with the original plan to build working class 
accommodation. However in 1872 the cheapest house was £200.00 and others 
were even more expensive. The original idea of a workmen's settlement 
had obviously been abandoned. II3)
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The influx of population that accompanied this extension of building was 
frequently middle class, but the more prosperous members of the working 
class were also strongly represented. The availability of accommodation 
together with local employment, better wages, reduced working hours and 
suitable commuting facilities combined in varying degrees to make this 
possible. Booth's survey of 1887-I889 showed that working class residents 
occupied some neighbourhoods almost exclusively, but more commonly 
occupation was mixed. In the northern part of the Kennington Subdistricts, 
affluence was by now confined to a small number of middle class
residents living near the Oval and Kennington Common, and off the South 
Lambeth Road. However it increased on both established and new building 
estates passing southwards along the Brixton Road; the neighbourhoods of 
Effra Road, Brockwell Park and Tulse Hill, for example, were almost 
exclusively tenanted by the well-to-do. 119)
+1 The following examples taken from the 1887-1889 survey illustrate 
a) a poor, b) a mixed occupation and c) an affluent neighbourhood.
a) Bounded by South Lambeth Road (E), Wandsworth Road (W), and 
Thome (now Thorncroft) and Mawbey Streets (S).
'Generally composed of four or six-roomed houses, inhabited by 
a hard-working class of people. Many railway men, carpenters, 
and other mechanics, postmen and small tradesmen, with an immense 
amount of unskilled labour. Some fall into great poverty through 
casual work.'
b) Bounded by Stockwell and Brixton Roads (E), a straight line south 
from the junction of Stockwell and Clapham Roads to the railway (W), 
and the railway (S).
'Some long streets here very mixed. Houses generally contain two or 
three families belonging to mechanics, policemen, carmen, and 
labourers. Other streets contain about the same sized houses, but 
inhabited by one family only, generally of a superior position.'
c)Bounded by the London, Chatham and Dover Railway line (E), Water and 
Dulwich Lanes (N), and Tulse Hill (W).
'Brockwell Park, ... occupies the greater portion of this block, 
whose inhabitants are well-to-do. Many detached residences standing 
in their own grounds, and good roads of modern houses occupied by 
City people.' 120)
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In common with these latter districts, the I887-I889 survey suggests that
the neighbouring parish of Clapham also housed many affluent residents. 121)
Again not only were they attracted to established estates such as Clapham
Park, but also to the newer and slightly more compact developments such
as that of 'The Cedars' on the north side of Clapham Common. 122) However
the area was certainly changing:
'Clapham is being lost in the ever-widening belt of 
suburban London. The wave of population sweeps onwards with
irresistable force, and the fine old houses, with local names
and traditions, go down before it, ... formal, ugly terraces 
are taking their place '. 123)
With the spread of the built up area, these inner metropolitan 
neighbourhoods were fast losing What remained of their residential attraction 
for the more prosperous class of tenant. %  the turn of the century the 
same well to do neighbourhoods noted in 1887-1889 could still be identified 
broadly in Kennington and Brixton but the number of wealthy inhabitants 
was steadily diminishing. 124) The impoverishment previously identified 
in the Waterloo and Lambeth Church Subdistricts had spread to encroach on 
part of Kennington First as well as the northern part of Kennington Second. 
Here the parishes of St Anne, All Saints, St Barnabas, St Stephen and St 
Mark which already housed a large number of poor inhabitants were seen to
be further deteriorating. 123) (Map 3 :iv B) Booth indicates that the decline
reflects a general outward movement of all save the most impoverished classes, 
in an attempt to better their residential status. Thus while riverine 
Lambeth was further deteriorating as the more prosperous elements of the 
working class moved out of the area, so in their turn these migrants were 
to exacerbate conditions in Kennington and Brixton through the multiple 
occupation of property vacated by the middle classes. 126) To the east 
in Clapham the same trends were even more pronounced, so that the face 
presented in 19OO was far less prosperous that that of the late l880s. 127) 
Even though the Cubitt development still attracted the affluent, it is 
likely that a number of residents had found exclusive homes further removed
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from the Metropolis and its influence. Overall, a downward trend in social 
status was apparent. 128)
Norwood and Streatham
The development of Norwood and Streatham is particularly interesting for 
two reasons; firstly, they were provided with a railway link prior to the 
onset of building development, and secondly, in common with Clapham, they 
possessed a number of large houses set in their own grounds as late as the 
mid 1890s.
In cutting across both Norwood and Streatham the route chosen for the West
End of London and Crystal Palace Railway may have represented simply the
least problematical means of linking the Company's west London terminus
with the Crystal Palace at Sydenham. (Map 3*vii) Although the Norwood
Subdistrict recorded a sharp increase in population and house stock between
1851 and 1861, more substantial growth was yet to come ; in 1870 a
considerable area was still under fields although it no longer shared the
markedly rural character of Streatham. Here building was still
concentrated in a ribbon along the main Croydon Road which was flanked by
large villas, and there were few signs of estate development. 12^
By the close of the decade conditions were substantially unaltered:
'The village of Streatham is formed by an 
almost continuous range of villas, extending 
from Brixton Hill, on either side of the road, 
towards Mitcham and Croydon. Numberless 
detached villas and mansions have been built 
in different parts of the parish. ' 130) '‘'l
+1 The map evidence for 187O, and this description of the village at the 
close of the 187OS, both indicate that the population and house stock 
increase noted in the census for 186I-I87I and 187I-1881 was concentrated 
in the parish area lying outside the Borough bounds. (Table 3 *ü 
and 3:v)
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Yet there are indications of a subtle transformation in both Norwood and
Streatham during the l8yOs, arising from improved means of access and
reduced isolation. The bordering districts to the north were already widely
built over and following the West End of London line, other railway
companies developed their routes through the area, which was increasingly
+1attached to London by the slow spread of bus and tram services.
(Map 3 *vii and Table 3 :ix)
The combined effect of these developments must have been to lessen the 
attachment of the earlier residents to their homes, while the existence of 
land tenures offering no restriction to development further assisted 
expansion. Several villas and large estate properties in the neighbourhood 
of both Norwood and Streatham were sold during the l870s. Initially, the 
possibility of retaining the original house while developing all or part 
of the surrounding land was considered. Such a proposal was made in 
connection with Park Hill in 1875 and again in the following year regarding 
two properties bordering on Knights Hill; the first, (the smaller of the 
two) was Portobello House, and the second was a larger holding with 
frontages to Crown Dale and Elder Road as well as Knights Hill. 134)
However the greater gain from comprehensive development was soon realised; 
thus in 1876 Coventry Hall bordering Streatham High Street was put onto the 
building market, to be followed in l879 by the neighbouring Bedford Park 
estate, effusively described as ’forming the finest undeveloped Building 
Estate on the south side of London'. 136)
bus
+1 In 1867 a Directory listed two daily^services to Croydon via Streatham, 
but none were listed as serving Norwood. I31) By 187O a service from 
Brixton to Streatham at half hourly intervals had been instituted and in 
1879, this had improved to a ten minute service from the City,in addition 
to the two daily buses that passed through en route to Croydon. A half 
hourly service from Brixton Church to Norwood Cemetery had also been 
established, running via Tulse Hill. 132) By 19OO the latter had been 
improved to a fifteen minute service, and Norwood was further served by 
two other bus routes than ran every hour. Streatham's service had 
improved to run every six minutes, and tram lines also served both 
,localities. 133)
+2 In 1879 a much reduced area of Park Hill was again offered for sale. 133)
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During subsequent decades other similar holdings in Streatham were disposed 
of; the two acres of the Royal Asylum of St Anne’s Society on Streatham 
Hill in 1887, and in I89O, the much larger Leigham Court estate. 137)
In Norwood, St John's Lodge to the north of Portobello House was up for 
auction in l884, and here the possibility of retaining the house as a 
residence while building over the grounds was again considered.I38) 4^ap 3 :iii^  
This late dual purpose proposal points to the fact that it was thought the 
neighbourhood could still attract a wealthy tenant. Of course, if an area 
was losing its appeal for a particular class of resident, such a process 
was progressive rather than instantaneous, and there still existed a number 
of villa properties with extensive grounds in both Norwood and Streatham 
as late as the raid l890s. Of these, several represented the estates which 
had been put up for sale earlier in the century but which had survived, 
either as complete entities or as partially developed building estates.
On the St John's Lodge site the road network was incomplete; Park Hill, 
Portobello House and the estate adjoining Knights Hill immediately opposite 
were largely unscathed; Coventry Hall still stood, as did Leigham Court, 
in grounds that had been or were being built over. To the north, the 
Asylum of St Anne's had survived to become a Workhouse for St Paneras 
parish. 139)
Despite this retention of mansions suited to well-off families, by the end 
of the century residents of this class were less numerous and tending to 
disappear. This was certainly true of the parish of St Luke which embraced 
a wide area of Norwood on either side of Knights Hill and Elder Road.
(Map 3 :iv B)
+1 Coventry Hall and Park Hill still stand today. Part of the large
estate bordering Knights Hill, Crown Dale and Elder Road was retained 
as a playing field, while a section of another holding bordering the 
north side of Salters Hill was kept as open land and made into 
Norwood Park. l40)
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'The old families and the really rich have gone; 
the new houses are the homes of City men of moderate 
means, ... also ... many working-class people, amounting 
to a majority of the whole population.' l4l)
The few remaining villa estates were after all surrounded by smaller
streets and houses or else being encroached upon by the building frontier,
and the new estate developments were clearly to cater for a mixed working
and middle class population. By 19OI Norwood and Streatham in their turn
stood on the fringes of the building frontier, a situation far removed
from the rural conditions prevailing only thirty years previously.
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CHAPTER k
THE BOROUGHS OF CAMDEN AND LAMBETH ; REVIEW OF 
NINETEENTH CENTURY DEVELOPMENT BY DISTANCE FROM 
CENTRAL LONDON AND BY THE PERIOD OF DEVELOPMENT
Introduction
The initial approach to the study of residential development within the 
Boroughs of Camden and Lambeth has been to reconstruct chronological 
progress for each, and in turn, it is now intended to review these 
develojxnents comparatively. Using census statistics, the incidence of 
growth is examined, with reference to periods of maximum expansion in 
districts arranged by distance from central London. This process of outward 
expansion one would expect to be part of a metropolitan pattern with perhaps 
some differentiation observable north and south of the Thames, and some 
variation in tempo corresponding to metropolitan cycles. Comparison is 
made secondly of the nature and patterns of land tenure, since the principal 
agents in implementing expansion were the estate owners and developers.
A third aspect of study is the nature of residential development achieved 
(streets laid down, houses built and residents attracted), in zones of 
varying distance from central London; and also the different kinds of 
building, and juxtaposition of neighbourhoods, to be found within each zone. 
Some local irregularities in the timing of development one would expect to 
arise from the presence or absence of tenurial constraints, while the 
distribution of holdings in a given area is generally accepted to have an 
appreciable effect upon the pattern and hence sometimes the nature of 
development. For example, the character of early building on an extensive 
property might set a subsequent development'tone* for the neighbourhood, 
whereas in a district of fragmented ownership, it would be virtually 
impossible for a small estate to exert such an influence. 1)
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When these comparisons have been made, some conclusions may be drawn 
about the interacting forces which shaped urban development in the 
nineteenth century.
The incidence of growth in a metropolitan context
As the two Boroughs lie on opposite sides of the river, the possibility of 
drawing a parallel between their respective pace of population increase 
and building expansion is of major interest. Comparison must be largely 
based on census statistics and as such, the results will mask intradecennial 
movements, and will not bè altogether reliable in indicating longer term 
growth rates, whether spasmodic or even.
The two areas under study can be delineated in mileage zones, north and 
south of the Thames, (Map 4:i) and the growth experienced in the various 
districts falling within each zone can be broadly compared. The central 
areas lying within a two mile radius of Charing Cross embrace the Holborn 
Subdistricts as well as parts of southern St Paneras and riverine Lambeth. . 
The conclusion to be drawn here is that by the early years of the nineteenth 
century, development was more widespread in the northern zone than in the 
south. (Tables 4:i, 4:ii) Within the radius of two to three miles 
however, a relatively similar timing of raid century maximum population and 
house stock increase is apparent, and this is also largely true of the 
three to five mile zone at a slightly later date. While Camden is wholly 
embraced by the five mile radius, Lambeth extends to nearly seven miles 
south of the river,and its two southernmost Subdistricts of Norwood and 
Streatham returned maximum increases at the turn of the century, the latest
+1 The early increases in Kentish Town are largely a reflection of 
development in the southern portion of that Subdistrict, namely in 
the Chalk Farm and Kentish Town neighbourhoods, and are thus best 
considered as part of the two to three mile zone.
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to be recorded for any part of the two Borough areas. (Tables 3:ii,3:v, 4:ii 
and 4:iv) Broadly it would appear that as distance from the river increased 
on either bank, so the decennial interval returning the highest population 
and house stock increment was progressively delayed.
Table Intercensal periods of the nineteenth century in which maximum 
population and house stock increments were recorded in selected 
Registration Districts and Subdistricts of Camden and Lambeth, 
arranged by distance from Charing Cross.
Lambeth Borough Camden Borough
Registration 
District or 
Subdistrict
Popu­
lation
House
stock
Registration 
District or 
Subdistrict
Popu­
lation
House
stock
A) Within two mile radius
Lambeth Church 
Second 
Kennington 
First
1861-71 
1861 -71
1861-71
1861-71
Somers Town 
Regents Park 
Camden Town
1851 -61 
1861 -71 
1851 -61
1851-61 
1861 -71 
1851 -61
B) Between two and three mile radius
Kennington
First
Kennington
Second
1861 -71 
1861-71
1861-71
1861-71
Regents Park 
Camden Town 
Kentish Town
1861 -71 
1851-61 
1861-71
1861-71 
1851 -61 
1851 -61
C) Between three and five miles radius
Brixton
Clapham
1871 -81 
1871-81
1871-81
1881-91
Hampstead 1881 -91 1881-91
D) Between five and seven miles radius
Norwood
Streatham
1891-1901 
1391 -1901
1891-
1891-
1901
1901
Note; As the various Subdistricts were created at different dates, and as,
in sane cases, a significant change in area took place between 1891 and
1901, the time periods from which decades of maximum increase have been
taken are as follows :
Zones A and B :
Zones C and D
1851-1901, except for 1851 -91 in Regents Park,
Camden Town, Kennington Second and Kentish 
Town.
1801-1901, except for 1841-91 in Brixton, and 
1841-1901 in Norwood.
A Registration District or Subdistrict is only included in a given zone 
if all or a large part of its area falls within a particular radius.
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However, growth was not necessarily a constant phenomenon from the 
centre to the periphery; for example, the percentage of houses recorded 
by the census as uninhabited, appears to be a much more variable 
statistic in the Camden, compared with the Lambeth, returns. In 
addition, certain districts recorded significant population or house 
stock increases in decades other than those of maximum increment; this 
was true of areas on both sides of the river and can be instanced over 
the same decennial interval, for more than one mileage zone. The 
average number of inhabitants per house also appears to be related 
broadly to mileage zones from central London. While districts 
north of the Thames generally returned higher 
figures by comparison with neighbourhoods to the south, for both 
Boroughs the number of occupants in each house was greatest in the 
inner zones and declined with movement away from the river* In 
addition, although these inner nei^bourhoods generally exhibited a 
declining house stock during the second half of the century, the fall 
in population was not always commensurate with this loss of housing, 
and the average number of persons per house in 189I was frequently on 
a par with, if not higher than, the level for 185I. (Tables, p. 129 » 2;ii, 
2:v, 3:ii, 3:v, 4:iii, 4:iv)
On occasion, an apparently reciprocal loss and gain in population between 
two neighbouring districts can be discerned; this usually appears to have 
been brought about by demolitions in areas of predominantly working class 
or casually employed residents, as those displaced were frequently 
compelled by economic necessity to reside near their place of work. Thus
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TABLE
1851 and 1891. Population and house stock statistics for the 
Registration Districts and Subdistricts of 
Camden and Lambeth.
Persons per house Housestock
Registration 
area *"
CAMDEN
1851 1891 Change
1851-
1891
Total
1891
Percentage 
Uninhabited 
1851 1891
HAMPSTEAD 6.97 7.19 8412 10208 4 .2 9 6.77
PANCRAS 
Regents Park 8.93 8.74 705 4459 4.77 6.12
Tottenham Court 10.99 11.28 -80 2656 5.48 12.12
Grays Inn Lane 9 .00 10.09 -204 2882 4.54 5.62
Somers Town 9.5$ 11.16 -672 3174 2.99 7.31
Camden Town 8.45 10.44 -1014 1563 3.07 5.50
Kentish Town 7.18 8.88 7795 11188 4 .27 3.61
ST GILES 
St George
Bloomsbury 8.41 8.22 129 2227 4.77 8.76
St Giles South 14.26 16.27 -552 909 4 .24 9.02
St Giles North 13.40 11.07 -347 1076 8.43 19.15
HOLBORN 
St George the 9.85 10.39 -23 1968 4 .07 2.35
Martyr
4 .36St Andrew Eastern 12.98 9.34 -75 1050 10.95
Saffron Hill 10.44 8.28 -217 1172 4.61 31.83
LAMBETH
Waterloo Road 8.15 9.58 -230 1559 3 .35 5.71
First
Waterloo Road 8 .37 8.23 -361 1900 3.10 6.32
Second
Lambeth Church 7.51 9.04 -475 2102 4.89 4 .9 0
First
Lambeth Church 6.96 8.63 731 4720 3.51 4.05
Second
Kennington First 6.10 7.32 2961 7197 6.11 4.00
Kennington Second 5 .73 6.52 2863 6370 6.25 4.35
Brixton 6 .19 6 .30 9875 12416 7.05 6.09
Norwood 6.63 6.23 3810 4457 7.26 7.65
Clapham 6.13 6.25 4486 7312 5.98 4 .35
Streatham 6.50 6.10 6424 7553 6.02 6.69
Note: Registration area*. Capital letters denote a census District, small
letters a census Subdistrict.
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between 184.1 and 1851 population fell in St George HLoomsbury, the 
Subdistrict most affected by the cutting of New Oxford Street in the 
I840s, but rose slightly in St Giles, and significantly in Saffron Hill 
and St George the Martyr. Similarly between 1861 and 18?1 a decline in 
Waterloo First and Second, as well as in Lambeth Church First was recorded, 
with a great increase in Lambeth Church Second. Here the building of the 
Embankment and St Thomas* Hospital together with the South Eastern 
Railway*s extension to Charing Cross, is likely to have caused an exodus 
of population, some moving into the adjacent Subdistrict of Lambeth Church 
Second. Conversely, rebuilding following the conçletion of these schemes 
must have contributed to the marked increase in population and house 
stock noted over the succeeding decade in both the Waterloo and Lambeth 
First Subdistricts. (Tables 2 :ii, 3 :ii, 3 :v)
Although the influence of specifically local factors such as these cannot 
be ignored, it is probable that the rate of building expansion in these 
two Boroughs is related to the growth of the Metropolis as a whole.
(Table  ^p.131 ) Metropolitan building underwent periods of
greater and lesser activity during the nineteenth century, and each *boom* 
period is represented locally by an intercensal upswing in house building 
in parts of Camden or Lambeth. In the case of St Paneras, north of the 
river, and Lambeth, Clapham and Streatham to the south, a sustained 
parallel with the progress of metropolitan building can be traced between 
1821 and 1851 > this correlation continuing into the next decade for the 
three districts south of the river. Although this is a fair indication 
that the rate of expansion within these two Borough areas was broadly 
similar to that for London as a whole, the possible existence of local 
building cycles cannot be ignored. Several areas recorded a marked upswing 
in building activity during the interval 1831 to I84l, and again l88l to 1891 
(Tables 2 : v, 3 : v, 4 : both of which corresponded to a slump in the overall
±31
metropolitan building cycle. In this context the actions of local 
landowners are all important.
Metropolitan building cycles - diagrammatic representation
1825 1847 1868 1880-1 Late 1890s
1817 1836
KEY
  definite dates on the building cycle.
- - uncertain dates on the building cycle.
Sources
F. Sheppard, London 1808-1870; The Infernal Wen.. (London, 1971).
H.J. Dyos, *The Speculative Builders and Developers of Victorian London *, 
Victorian studies, 11, (1967/8).
Land Tenures
As the basic unit of development in nineteenth century London was the landed 
estate, within certain limits their owners exerted a powerful influence 
over the timing and progress of building. While the fluctuations of the 
London building cycle were likely to affect any landowner *s decision to 
begin development, local factors such as the geographical location of the 
estate or the condition of neighbouring lands could also prove important, 
as could new developments such as roads and bridges authorised by Act of 
Parliament, and the dictates of fashion, which decreed one area and not 
another.to be attractive. Limitations of tenure could prevent a landowner 
from converting his estate into building land, despite favourable local 
or metropolitan conditions.
The estate framework of the two Boroughs appears to have derived largely 
from the original manorial divisions, and as the manor boundaries were 
usually conterminous with those of the parish, it follows that few holdings
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extended over more than one parish. Where little or no correspondence 
between estate and manorial divisions can be established as in the case 
of the parishes of Holborn, Clapham and Streatham, it is usually due to 
an absence of information and one should not assume that correspondence 
was lacking. For the remaining parishes within the two Borough areas, 
estate and manorial history is documented reasonably well.
There were two distinct approaches to the management of manorial lands. 
Either the Lord of the manor could retain control over his entire holding, 
as did the Maryon Wilson family over Hampstead manor or conversely, a 
manor could be subdivided into smaller estates, which were either leased 
by their holders from the Lord of the manor, as were the several Belsize 
holdings, or else sold freehold, as apparently had been the case with 
numerous small estates within the bounds of Stockwell manor in Lambeth.
The manors which remained in single ownership were often those in which
manorial rights and customs were actively upheld, and this played a
significant part in actual building development. Hampstead was apparently
the only manor within the Camden area that continued to hold regular
courts during the nineteenth century; in contrast, Lambeth exhibited a far
greater retention of manorial custom. In all, ten manors were coirçrised
within the bounds of Lambeth parish, and of these, four were held by Lords
acting as custodians for their successors and managed by courts still
active enough to exercise an important influence over eighteenth and
nineteenth century development. These were the manors of Lambeth and
Lambeth Wick, both the property of the Canterbury See, and the manors of
Vauxhall and Kennington, whose ground landlords were respectively the
Dean and Chapter of Canterbury and the Duchy of Cornwall. 2)
*In carefully managed manors ... the length of 
the leases or the licences to demise granted by
the Lord or the scale of fines payable upon the 
admittance of a new copyholder, affected the type 
of buildings erected;*. 3)
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Acts of Parliament authorising the adaptation of ancient customs to the 
needs of developers were frequently obtained, as in the case of Kennington 
and Lambeth manors, whose owners were granted statutory powers to enable 
their copyholders to demise property for ninety nine, instead of the more 
usual thirty one or sixty one, years. U) However, this basic procedure 
could be complicated by circumstances peculiar to the manorial Lord. If 
the manor was held by a capitular authority, such as the See of Canterbury, 
special legislation was required to grant long leases for a finite period, 
as distinct from leases for one or more lives, or shorter leases with 
habitual renewals. 5) Idiosyncracies of tenure such as the holding of a 
manor as an entailed estate could also create problems. Sir Thomas Maryon 
Wilson inherited the manor of Hanpstead in 1821 as a tenant for life, with 
the powers to grant leases and agreements for a maximum teim of twenty one 
years. This resulted in a suspension of building operations that was to 
last for half a century. 6)
In the remaining manorial lands of the two Borough areas, manorial rights 
and customs appear not to have been observed during the nineteenth 
century. Several of these manors were fragmented into numerous smaller 
estates.
*... in the case of a ... manor where no 
courts were held the enterprise or 
indifference of the owner, his financial 
position and even his testamentary 
dispositions could all affect the 
character of development.* 7)
This general pattern appears to have been true of several of the manors in
Camden, as well as some of the lesser manors of Lambeth parish. Although
there were no traditional customs that could be overridden only by
statutory authority, the private circumstances of owners might be such as
to require a special Act of Parliament before building could commence.
For example, in the case of Heathrow and Levehurst manors in Lambeth, the
development process was regulated by Trustees acting under Chancery
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supervision and in accordance with a Private Act of Parliament, 8) while 
in common with their Lambeth counterpart the Canterbury See, the capitular 
ground landlords of the Belsize submanor at Hampstead also required special 
statutory powers in order to grant ninety nine year building leases. 9)
Irrespective of active or passive manorial control, in the majority of 
cases the building policies adopted by estate owners centred on leasehold 
development. Freeholds existed, but a distinction must be drawn between 
manorial freeholds which were a common occurrence, and freehold estates 
which were relatively rare. Manorial freeholds were developed more often 
than not by means of building leases, which could comprise a varying amount 
of land. Potentially, the greatest degree of control that could be 
exerted over the character of building was conferred by the terms of such 
leases; that is, the number of years covered, the covenants included and 
the class of housing stipulated to be built. However, the subsequent 
management of the estate was also of prime importance in maintaining 
standards, for if control was lax, conditions could deteriorate rapidly.
Zonation by distance from central London and 
by major periods of expansion
As zonal divisions based on distance from central London were adopted for 
comparison of census statistics, it is logical to continue this approach 
when examining the pattern of development. As building is essentially a 
dynamic process, it is also desirable to modify the zonal framework by 
specifying time sequences. It has already been seen that the timing of 
suburban development did not always accord with the general progression 
of building outwards from the centre; equally the later stages of 
development in one zone might overlap by many years the initiation of 
development in the next. In addition,as the development of estates from 
first partition to the final completion of building very often required
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several decades, what was achieved in any one phase has to be seen not only 
in relation to the contemporary scene, but also to the original inception of 
plans. Thus, zonal perimeters are far from being hard and fast boundaries.
In the following discussion, districts have been arranged by distance from 
central London and by major periods of expansion. (Table U:v)
The first of these, comprising the late eighteenth and early nineteenth 
centuries, has been given an approximate conclusion C.I83O, on the downturn 
of the metropolitan building cycle, and prior to the advent of railways.
This period was dominated by the terrace house and square. The second period 
recognised, which overlaps the first, begins during the boom of the early 
1820s and continues to c.l880, after which metropolitan building experienced 
a downturn in activity. During this time the villa developed as a desirable 
fom of residence, while the new London Building Act of 1844 and the creation 
of the Metropolitan Board of Works in 1855 resulted in a greater degree of 
control over building practice. Major railway construction characterised 
the second half of the period, while road transport facilities were improved 
in the 1 860s by the abolition of many toll gates. However, the mere physical 
construction of road and rail seems to have affected relatively little the 
pace of e]q)ansion, district by district. A third distinctive period follows 
on the introduction of new regulations under the 1 844 Building Act, and is 
seen to begin with an upswing of the metropolitan building cycle in the 
I850s and to continue into the early twentieth century. It was marked by a 
growing public concern for the provision of cheaper transport and adequate 
working class housing. Tenement blocks were a typical form of redevelopment 
in central areas (for example, by charitable bodies such as the Peabody 
Trust), while the choice of development open to suburban estate owners was 
enlarged by an increase in the general standard of living, and a rise in the 
number of people at different income levels who could afford to live at a 
distance from their place of work. Compact building of terraced or semi­
detached houses with tiny gardens was a common feature.
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In zonal terms, the inner area (within two miles of Charing Cross), 
exhibits primarily development of the first period, although in St Paneras 
some exanples are found beyond the two mile limit. Interest centres 
less on the completion of building during the nineteenth century and 
rather more on an assessment of the factors responsible for decline.
In the virtual absence of building regulations, large areas 
of housing became degraded. The demolitions required for railway building, 
and above all the provision of termini, affected directly only a part 
of the inner area, but the congestion resulting from railway activity 
extended further. * Improvement ' of a similar kind was brought about by
road building, and the conversion of property to uses other than residential. 
Although the existence of slums was seen and deplored, their removal and 
replacement by improved dwellings was rarely the outcome of deliberate 
intervention, by St ate or local authority, before the end of the century.
The middle zone (within a radius of from two to five miles) demonstrates 
primarily the 1820-1880 sequence, in which the form assumed by development 
reflected both the policies of estate owners and the attractiveness of the 
local environment. Deterioration of property, and adaptation to non- 
residential purposes, also took place, but was more localised than in the 
inner zone. Parts of the middle zone, notably much of Hampstead, were 
developed only in the latter half of the century.
The outer zone (within a radius of from five to seven miles) comprises the 
Norwood and Streatham Subdistricts of Lambeth, and exhibits development of 
the third period. In some instances it would appear that the provision of 
rail transport acted as a stimulus to growth, and there is little to 
observe of deterioration and redevelopment in these neighbourhoods until 
the inter-war period.
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Zone within the two mile radius
With the exception of the northern part of St George Bloomsbury, the 
Holborn parishes were built over by the middle of the eighteenth century. 
Development was primarily in the form of cramped terrace housing and 
although several estates had made provision for an affluent class of 
tenant, many narrow courts and alleys had also been permitted to develop. 
The building that occurred during the nineteenth century was protracted 
and concentrated within the bounds of the Bedford estate, whose spacious 
layout in broad streets grouped around open squares was in marked contrast 
to much of the building that had preceded it further south. ( Map 4:ii )
Partly due to the type of development that had occurred to date, areas 
of degraded housing were already apparent c.l800, but the landowners had 
also been adversely affected by circumstances beyond their control. For 
example, the westward movement of fashion led the wealthy to vacate many 
of the early estate developments, leaving the property to be subsequently 
divided and let to a poorer class of tenant, and the protracted building 
of the Bedford estate was in large part due to continuing reduction in the 
number of affluent tenants who desired to reside in the neighbourhood.
With the exception of the Bedford development, conditions here were
generally to decline with the passage of the years. Some clearance of
degraded property was effected by the cutting of new roads through these
central areas, or by the inç>rovement of old frontage lines; the scope of
these road schemes is unparalleled elsewhere in the area under study, and
despite the fact that their implementation usually required the demolition
of impoverished property, the overall effect on local housing conditions
■^-1
was often undesirable.
■’'1 Chapter 2,pp.57"9, 68-7?)
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Until the latter part of the century the absence of legislation compelling 
the demolition of substandard property meant that there was little pressure 
on either the local authority or the private landlord to take action 
regarding redevelopment. The latters* reluctance to act also reflects the 
fact that dilapidated housing continued to be profitable despite its poor 
condition, due to the sustained demand for working class accommodation in 
these inner districts. This was exacerbated, for example, by the growing 
conversion of residential property into boarding houses, hotels or offices, 
10) such changes in part reflected by the generally higher proportion of 
properties returned as uninhabited in the Holborn Subdistricts on census 
night 1891, as compared with I85l. (Table g p.l29) Certain philanthropic 
housing associations attempted to ameliorate conditions during the I840s 
and I850s, by providing accommodation for the working classes in renovated 
dwellings or purpose-built blocks of tenements, but the help they provided 
was small, both in terras of the numbers affected and the amount of 
accommodation provided. At the turn of the century few redevelopment schemes 
had as yet been executed by either the metropolitan or local authorities, 
and many areas of impoverished housing still existed; for exanple, in 1891 
one third (33.60^) of the tenements in St Giles consisted of a single room, 
in contrast to Hampstead, where such accommodation comprised only 8.34% of 
tenement dwellings.
In southern St Paneras where building had begun during the late eighteenth 
century, a similar deterioration made itself apparent. The area affected 
was enclosed by a semicircle drawn to the north of Crowndale Road, crossing
the southern portion of the Camden estate and continuing westwards across 
the Southampton and Crown holdings. (Map 4:i) Building throughout assumed 
a compact character largely in the form of leasehold terrace dwellings, but
+1 These figures refer to the area of the St Giles Board of Works and that 
of Hampstead parish. The 1891 Census describes a tenement as *any house 
or part of a house separately occupied either by the owner or by a 
tenant *, but states that the returns were not wholly accurate due to 
confusion experienced by the enumerators in applying the definition.
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their size and architectural style could and did vary with the type of
tenant envisaged. There were many estates here,the most significant in
terms of area being the Southampton property which straddledLthe Bust on
Road, wnile the Crown and Bedford estates were also extensive. The
latter was divided into two sections, one bordering on Crowndale Road
and known as Figs Mead, the other lying south of Euston Road,
representing an extension of the property from the adjoining parish
+1
of St George Bloomsbury.
The Bedford and Crown estates were among the properties that aimed 
at attracting a generally affluent class of resident; the Crown 
estate lay north of Euston Road, while the remainder were located to 
the south, and comprised, in addition to the extension of the Bedford 
estate, the Foundling and Skinners properties. Building on this 
part of the Bedford estate merely continued an area of affluent 
residences already established to the south, but it was an example 
that may have influenced the Governors of the Foundling 
Hospital and the Skinners Company in their attempts to attract a similar 
class of tenant to the adjoining properties. As both were corporate 
bodies, holding their estates in trust for their successors, it would 
have been natural for them to encourage a substantial form of development. 
However, all three estates failed to attract and retain a sufficient 
number of affluent tenants; the slow but inexorable movement to the west 
of London's fashionable area already mentioned as affecting Holborn 
at an earlier date, carried with it many a potential resident as the 
century progressed.
When the Crown holding commenced its development programme (the last 
estate north of Euston Road to do so in the years preceding 1830), . 
poor quality terrace housing already predominatcdL on the
+1 The latter is included here despite the fact that the area 
within St Paneras was relatively limited, as it represents 
an extension of the main body of the estate further south.
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surrounding estates, providing accommodation for lower middle and 
working class tenants. The absence of control over building standards 
and the granting of short lease interests, had given rise to shoddy 
building on the Somers and Southampton lands during late eighteenth 
and early nineteenth centuries, while the neighbouring Camden, Skinners 
and Brewers properties had made provision for a similarly low grade of
I A
third and fourth rate housing to be erected. (Map 4 :iii ) Accordingly, 
the Crown sought to divide its property into distinct zones, with Albany 
Street acting as a deliberate demarcation between the service area of the 
estate together with the adjoining Southampton terraces to the east, and 
the affluent Nash Terraces bordering on Regents Park to the west. 12)
This careful zoning, together with the gracious architectural style 
adopted and the presence of the Park and nearby fashionable villas of 
St Johns Wood, all combined in producing an estate that proved more able 
to attract and retain a wealthy class of tenant than did its counterparts 
south of the Euston Road.
As the century progressed and the various estates completed their 
development plans, the accommodation provided by one of the only two 
properties north of Euston Road to begin building after 183O, continued 
the prevailing pattern of providing housing for the lower classes.
Although it is possible that the landowner’s decision may have been 
influenced by the nature of building on neighbouring estates, in the case 
of Agar Town, the granting of short lease interests inevitably resulted 
in the erection of a poor class of housing. In contrast, while the Bedford 
Figs Mead estate was initially intended as 'a model suburb for the lower 
and lower-middle classes', its relatively spacious layout and the erection 
of street barriers to filter out undesirables, attracted a number 
well-to-do middle class residents as well as the original class of , 
tenant for which it was intended. 15) ( Map 4 :iii )
+1 Under the Building Act of 1774, fourth rate houses contained one floor 
only over the ground storey, with a value no greater than £150.00. 11)
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much of
Although the insubstantial quality ofj^ the housing itself gave rise to poor 
living conditions, the siting of three metropolitan railway termini along 
the Euston Road proved a further and significant factor in the general
decline of the surrounding neighbourhood. The railway incursions were
/
prolonged, beginning in the 1830s with Euston Station and concluding with 
extensive demolitions to make room for St Paneras and its associated sidings 
during the I860s and 1870s. The latter had the beneficial effect of 
removing much inferior property both in the path of the railway line itself 
as well as on the terminal site, but it also resulted in the displacement 
of a large number of the working classes with no provision for their 
rehousing. In this context, the importance of estate supervision proved 
crucial, as those displaced may well have turned to the estates where the 
absence of an active managing body made their ingress relatively simple.
It would appear that of the many properties in the area, only the Bedford,
Foundling and Crown estates were to exercise any control over the
maintenance of standards within their boundaries once development was complete,
Thus it appears likely that these properties largely managed to isolate
themselves from the effects of the railway demolitions and the subsequent
influx of population that was felt all the more keenly by the neighbouring
holdings and
landowners. Both B e d f o r d F o u n d l i n g  estate managed to retain their
overall character albeit at the expense of slightly reduced standards,
and in the case of the former, with the help of the established nineteenth
century aid to respectability, namely the street barrier to remove through
traffic and filter out undesirables. Even so a few areas of impoverished
housing were permitted to develop, often in association with the conversion
of mews property to human habitation, and by the close of the century the 
south of Euston Road 
owner occupier was giving way to boarding houses and commercial
premises, 14) The estate owners fought against their establishment, but
were eventually forced to concede in the face of changing times and needs ;
in addition, the residential success of the Crown estate may well have
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contributed to the difficulties experienced by its affluent counterparts 
to the south.
In the apparent absence of active supervision, any incidence of decline 
on the remaining estates was permitted to go unchecked. Where building 
had occurred during the latter part of the eighteenth century it would, 
in any case, have resulted in the property with the minimum of sanitation 
and a marked tendency to deteriorate, but with the exception of the limited 
actions of the philanthropic housing organisations and a small amount of 
redevelopment on both the Bedford and Foundling estates during the l880s 
and 1890s, living conditions elsewhere remained largely unaltered. State 
and local authority intervention was restricted to a small part of the 
Harrison and Skinners estates which were made the subject of an improvement 
scheme in the l890s, and although similar action was taken with respect 
to Somers Town, the redevelopment plans were all still awaiting official 
sanction in 19OO. In common with St Giles a hi^ percentage (26.80^) of 
St Paneras' tenements in 189I consisted of single room dwellings, the 
greater proportion of which were probably located in this southern area 
where there existed some of the worst examples of degraded housing 
conditions to be found within the parish bounds. 15)
Across the river, local (including tenurial) factors and also metropolitan 
phenomena contributed to the many deficiencies of riverine Lambeth in the 
nineteenth century. The districts within the two mile zone included the 
entire Thames frontage, comprising that part of the parish lying north of 
Camberwell New Road and Harleyford Road, together with the district 
immediately south of the Oval. (Map 4:i) The latter formed part of the 
manor of Vauxhall and was the property of the Dean and Chapter of Canterbury, 
but the greater part of the district was comprised within the bounds of the 
manors of Lambeth and Kennington, whose ground landlords were respectively 
the See of Canterbury and the Duchy of Cornwall. These estates,in contrast 
to those of St Paneras, exhibited an almost uniformly poor grade of housing.
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and although the leasing powers of the landowners concerned largely- 
determined the timing and nature of building expansion, once again their 
actions were adversely affected by circumstances beyond their control.
Building got underway following the completion of Westminster Bridge'in
the mid-eighteenth century and the associated development of a new turnpike
road system across the open fields of north Lambeth and adjoining Southwark.
'These new roads, passing thro' gardens and 
meadows, were so frequented by the nobility 
and gentry, and all sorts of passengers, that 
schemes were talk'd of for building streets 
and squares in its neighbourhood: many 
houses were fitted up gardens decorated, 
rooms erected for entertaining company, 
several handsome shops built, and the country 
wore quite a new face;'. 16)
However, the area soon lost its social aspirations, as subsequent expansion
largely involved the building of poor quality terrace houses, while a large
number of industrial concerns leased sites along the Thames frontage.
( Map 4:iv ) By 1806, a large part of the manor of Lambeth had been built
over, 17) and this expansion had been effected despite the relatively
short and uncertain building terms offered by the See, the Archbishop
being only empowered to lease land for a maximum of twenty one years or
alternatively, three lives duration. In 1807, the Archbishop obtained an
Act of Parliament primarily affecting his lands in north Lambeth and
enabling him to grant building leases for a theoretical period of ninety
nine years. 18) To some extent this was a negative provision, as the
schedule of the lands affected included much that was already under building
of one kind or another, and in addition, the existing lessees' permission
was apparently required before the ninety nine year provision could apply.20)
The main purpose behind a ninety nine year term was to encourage a
"*"1 This term of ninety nine years was not actually inserted in the text. 
The various plots of land affected are difficult to locate, the 
provisions of the Act extending as far south as the manor of Lambeth 
Wick and the Milkwood estate. 19)
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substantial form of development, precisely the reverse of what had largely 
happened to date. The short lease length and the maximum three lives term 
(usually of around thirty one years duration 21) had given rise to a 
generally poor standard of dwelling, as the lessees' interest in the 
property was obviously minimal. Lease renewal was of course possible, 
but it lacked the security of a single long terra grant of land, and could 
be expensive, depending on the level of renewal fine.
Important as they were, the leasing powers of the See cannot be held wholly 
responsible for the almost universally low standard of housing that 
prevailed over this northern part of the Canterbury estate. The topography 
was unfavourable; as late as the l880s widescale flooding occurred and the 
neighbourhood known as Lambeth Marsh may well have been inadequately 
drained. Due to the virtually non existent building laws and the accepted 
standards of housing amenities, the early dwellings in the neighbourhood 
were in any case likely to be inferior to those erected as both legislation 
and sanitation improved. Finally, Lambeth's riverine industry included 
many noxious and unpleasant concerns, and the growing local workforce 
required inexpensive but convenient accommodation.
In Kennington, the Duchy of Cornwall made the provision theoretically 
appropriate to substantial development at an earlier date than did the 
Canterbury See, but to little effect. In 1776 the lessee of the demesne 
obtained Parliamentary powers to grant long building leases and accordingly 
in the following year, the Duchy leased him the property for ninety nine 
years, determinable upon three lives. 22) However, this latter condition 
caused problems, as it proved difficult to let the demesne until its holder 
covenanted with nearly all the tenants that he would pay the renewal fine 
for the insertion of a new life whenever necessary, and that the tenants 
would not be compelled to contribute. 23) Development proceeded despite 
this complication, and the resulting character of the demesne appears to
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have been largely influenced by the fact that the Duchy exerted little 
control over building standards during the late eighteenth century and 
for a considerable time thereafter. 24) This neglect, combined with other
factors over which the lessee had no control, resulted in an area of
mediocre housing, both in terras of appearance and quality. Although the 
area attracted fewer industrial concerns than the Archbishop's estate, 
the district near Kennington Common was subject to periodic flooding due 
to the overflowing of the Effra River, which ran along the side of Brixton 
Road and acted as a combined sewer and drain, emptying into the Thames near 
Vauxhall Bridge. 25) In 1852 it was claimed that a large part of Kennington 
manor had been slow in letting due to a general lack of demand; the area 
possessed no inducement for a 'thriving population', the parish rates 
were high, and the large majority of residents were described as being
of‘humble life and circumstances'. 26)
In neighbouring Vauxhall a generally low grade of housing also prevailed 
although here, a few more affluent enclaves did develop, more especially 
on copyhold Ismds. 27) Although the latter were under the direct control 
of the ground landlords, the fact that early in the nineteenth century 
the Dean and Chapter sold much of the demesne land and the remaining area 
of the manor was divided into numerous small estates, made it virtually 
impossible for one holding to set a development 'tone' for the district.
The poor quality of housing that had been erected, together with the 
unfavourable local environment (continuing industrialisation, reoccurrent 
flooding and the lack of open space), meant that these northern districts 
of Lambeth exhibited an increasingly defective house stock as the century 
progressed.
In common with Holborn and St Paneras, however, certain clearances were 
effected through the actions of outside agencies. In l848 the extension 
of the London amd South Western Railway from Nine Elms to Waterloo
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involved the building of a viaduct to carry the line over the intervening 
streets, but it nonetheless required the demolition of a substantial amount 
of property both in the path of the viaduct and on the terminal site 
itself. The close juxtaposition of line and houses cast a blight over the 
neighbouring streets, and the demolitions resulted in the displacement of 
many hundreds of working class inhabitants with no provision for their 
rehousing. Subsequent extensions to the terminus were also effected without 
rehousing those displaced, as were the demolitions to carry the South 
Eastern Railway across north Lambeth to Charing Cross in 1864, and to build 
the Ebibankment and St Thomas' Hospital in respectively the 1860s and 1870s.
As vrith the inner districts north of the river, many of those who lost 
their homes migrated to adjoining areas, thus creating or exacerbating the 
poor housing conditions.
Here, in contrast to the Camden experience, philanthropic housing 
associations were largely inactive and although redevelopment was obviously 
the answer to many of Lambeth*s problems, local authority intervention was 
limited to an area off the New Cut, where a small group of houses was 
demolished during the l880s, and working class tenements erected in their 
place. In common with their counteiparts in Holborn and St Paneras, local 
landowners were generally inactive, and for much the same reasons. The 
Duchy approved a certain amount of rebuilding on its estate during the 
second half of the nineteenth century but it did not itself directly 
execute any such works. 29) Again the problem lay in the lack of compulsion 
to redevelop and the continuing demand for even the most impoverished 
accommodation. During the early part of the century the See 
did make several 'improvement' proposals, usually based on the
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building of a new road or roads through areas of dilapidated housing,
but here the desire was not so much to improve the living conditions of
the poor, as to remove them and their dwellings altogether. 30) Such
action would in any case have involved a considerable loss of rents and
renewal fines; hardly an attractive proposition when there seemed to be
a willing market for even the most degraded accommodation. The proportion
of one room dwellings to total tenements in 1891 (17.08%) was far lower
4*1in Lambeth than for coirparable districts north of the river, but the
incidence of uninhabited houses was also less. The four innermost
Subdistricts of Lambeth (Waterloo First, Waterloo Second, Lambeth Church
First and Lambeth Church Second) returned a total of 503, as compared with
1698 for the six Holborn Subdistricts together with Tottenham Court and
Grays Inn Lane, (the southernmost Subdistricts of St Paneras). While the
latter figure in part reflects the application of property to uses other
than residential, the Lambeth total shows the incidence of such conversions
to be far lower south of the Thames^and illustrates the continuing high level
of demand for accommodation among the labour force, much of it unskilled,
that was still required by the many local manufactories. By the close of
the century most houses were in multiple occupation and the entire district
was becoming steadily poorer;
'Lambeth is known as the residence 
of the English Primate, for its 
extensive pottery works, and for 
its large and poor working class 
population.' 31 )
Zone between two and five mile radii : major development 1820-1880
On certain estates in the south and east of Hampstead parish, together 
with a wide area of St Paneras north of Euston Road, major building expansion
*H The tenement statistics relate to the entire parish of Lambeth but as 
with St Paneras, the larger proportion of one room dwellings was 
probably concentrated within these more central districts.
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occurred during the period between 1820 and 1880, This was also true of 
several neighbourhoods in Lambeth Borough, namely Brixton, Clapham, South 
Vauxhall, Stockwell and Tulse Hill.
North of the river, development appears to have broadly progressed from 
the inner to the outer districts, the built up area rising gently from the 
river floodplain north along Kentish Town Road to the slopes of Highgate 
West Hill, and rather more steeply along Haverstock Hill to the fringes 
of Hampstead village. The lengthy boundary shared by the two parishes of 
Hampstead and St Paneras gave rise to some inter-related development, but 
whereas there appears to have existed no impediment to the northward spread 
of building within St Paneras, the entailing of the Maryon Wilson estate 
in Hampstead resulted in a broad area of the central and northern parish 
remaining as open land until the entail was broken, and development began 
during the latter part of the l870s. Expansion does not appear to have 
been unduly influenced by the existence of outlying settlements acting 
as development focii; with the exception of Hampstead village and to a 
lesser extent Kentish Town, this was not a feature of the building pattern. 
V^hile a few 'leapfrog* developments beyond the main contemporary building 
frontier can be discerned, namely the Holmes and Camden estates in St Paneras 
where building began in the 1790s, and the Abbey Farm and Eton College 
properties in Hampstead which initiated building during the early nineteenth 
century, such developments were not extensive and were engulfed during the 
main period of building expansion without exerting any real influence on 
its character. As the century progressed improvements in building standards, 
notably the 1844 Building Act, affected the character of subsequent 
development; street widths and heights of buildings were prescribed but as 
some property owners allowed no more space than was absolutely necessary, 
the housing erected was deficient from the beginning, and showed a marked 
tendency to deteriorate.
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By the early l860s, nearly all of the building estates north of the two 
mile perimeter in St Paneras(c.Crowndale Road) had initiated their 
development programmes. Leasehold expansion prevailed. The pattern of 
land ownership was dominated by three estates namely the Camden, Southampton 
and I4ansfield, extending from Euston Road as far north as the parish 
boundary. The gentle and relatively uniform slope of the land appears 
to have had little effect in determining the landowners' attitudes to 
development, both the Camden and Southampton exhibiting a more varied type 
of building and catering for a wider range of occupants than did the 
Mansfield. The location of respectively good and mediocre quality housing 
is interesting to note; the Camden estate was the least extensive of the 
three and possessed many cramped courts and narrow streets within its 
southern reaches, the area of the first building leases. It was the 
district straddling the Camden Road that attracted the best development, 
and here the artificial preserver of respectability, the street barrier, 
was widely employed. In the neighbourhood of Primrose Hill the Southampton 
estate was also successful in establishing an area of good class housing, 
no doubt aided by the proximity of Regents Park and the affluent Nash 
terraces, but to the east of Haverstock Hill development was less gracious. 
This area was severed from the influence of the Primrose Hill holding by 
a railway line (the London and North Western) and a main road, (Chalk 
Farm Road). The bordering Mansfield estate was likewise developed primarily 
for a lower class of resident; possibly this can be seen as a partial 
response to the earlier developments on the neighbouring Southampton 
lands.
The remaining estates in the neighbourhood of Kentish Town were smaller 
and their building expansion may well have been influenced by the type of
+1 Only part of the Mansfield estate was built over; the larger portion on 
the slopes of Highgate Hill was retained as open ground and eventually 
acquired as a park for the public use.
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housing prevailing on the three larger properties. In fact, a marked 
contrast developed, as has been shown, between the more solidly middle 
class districts forming a continuation of the Camden estate (east of 
Kentish Town Road and Highgate Road);, and a zone oif
mixed occupation (on the estates east of Haverstock Hill and west of Kentish
Town Roadt^ Building expansion on the latter was in large part responsible
for the marked increase in parish population and house stock over the period
18U1-1851> F.M.L. Thompson in his recent study of Hampstead notes that
certain of these borderzone developments probably affected building decisions
taken over the parish boundary in Hampstead. William.Lund, who was the
first lessee to approach the ground landlords of Belsize manor for a
building lease in 1852, may have been influenced in his actions by the
beginnings of the Maitland Park estate to the south in St Paneras and
*..whose attractive leafy villas
might well have suggested the possibilities
of his own property.* 32)
Despite this possibly reciprocal relationship, the fact that the 1850s 
growth within Hampstead parish was not confined to the border with St 
Paneras but also affected other parts of Belsize manor, as well as the 
Abbey Farm, Eton and Eyre estates, indicates that the local building climate 
was. generally favourable for e^ qpansion. Development was to cater almost 
exclusively for the affluent resident, and the granting of leasehold rather 
than freehold interests again predominated. The expansion of the I850s 
culminated during the succeeding decade in a local building boom that was 
primarily confined however, to those estates which had already begun to 
erect houses. In l88o building within the parish was concentrated south 
and east of the Maryon Wilson estate; elsewhere a few properties 
had begun to develop their street plans and to lay out housing, 
but West End remained a small centre, with a cluster of 
dwellings at the Green, and several large houses set in their 
own grounds lying both to the north and south of the Midland line.
+1 Chapter 2 , pp.75-8
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Irrespective of the actions of local landowners, it is possible that the 
pace of development in both St Paneras and Hampstead parishes may have 
been influenced by the provision, from the I830s onwards, of public 
transport facilities. Although direct links are rarely possible to establish, 
contemporary evidence frequently hints at a relationship; nonetheless, 
this can only be accepted tentatively as it rests upon the inclinations 
of the local residents and the size of commuter traffic, which is generally 
impossible to enumerate. One positive example of transport provision 
influencing building policy was shown by William Lund, who made a point of 
emphasing his estate's proximity to Hampstead Heath station in its building 
prospectus. 33) In the case of neighbouring Kentish Town, horse bus 
services were available in advance of rail links; (the former dated from 
the 1830s, whereas the first railway, the North London line, was opened 
in 1850, to be followed by the Hai?ç>stead Junction in i860 and the Midland 
in 1868.)
If public transport provision played any part in the area's growth, road 
rather than rail must have been significant. In all cases development 
had preceded the arrival of the railway lines to a greater or lesser degree; 
Gospel Oak, Lismore Circus and Chalk Farm were the three most isolated 
stations, but even these were located on the fringes of the contemporary 
building frontier. In fact, due to the mixed population structure of 
the estates west of Kentish Town Road and the high incidence of lower 
middle/upper working class tenants within their bounds, the initial demand 
for rail services here may well have been quite low, as the area lay within 
easy walking distance of workplaces such as the Camden Town factories.
Building was widespread by 1860 when the district was traversed by the 
Hampstead Junction and yet no local station was provided until 186?.
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In common with the Lambeth railway from Nine Elms to Waterloo, the
Hampstead' Junction and North London lines were both carried across St
Paneras parish by means of a viaduct. However, building in the immediate
vicinity although far advanced was not complete, and by largely crossing
areas of open ground, both lines avoided the substantial demolition
experienced by Lambeth. (Map 4:v ) With the exception of street
improvements in Kentish Town and Hampstead, few demolitions for other
reasons took place in this zone, and those that did, did not result in worse 
+1
congestion. In both Hampstead and the Kentish Town Subdistrict the 
number of residents per house increased, but remained below the general 
level for the more central districts. (Table, p. 129)
As the century progressed the contrast between residential areas of 
respectively good and medium to poor standards was intensified. By 
comparison with the Camden and Kentish Town estates, the nearby Hançstead 
holdings showed a uniform prosperity which was uninterrupted despite the 
passage of the years. Here the landowners had set out to attract an 
affluent class of resident to their estates, and by and large, they proved 
successful. With the exception of the district near South End Green where 
the building of the Smallpox Hospital (now the Royal Free) blighted the 
residential aspirations of many of the streets on the Lund estate, the 
properties that were developed during this sixty year period were still 
among the most prosperous in Hampstead by the close of the century. 3U)
The complementary and concerted development policies of the landowners 
involved, together with the large area that their estates embraced and the 
rise in elevation along Haverstock Hill, were all points in their favour, 
but active estate management coupled with persisting demand must have been 
the factors ultimately responsible for the maintenance of standards as the
+1 The building of the Midland Railway, the last line to cross Kentish 
Town, likewise resulted in little demolition, as the line either ran 
underground or else made much use of undeveloped land.
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century progressed. However this does not appear to have been the case
regarding the majority of the holdings in neighbouring Camden and Kentish
Towns,where a slow deterioration in conditions was noted with the passage
of the years. Lax management was not solely to blame; certain of the
estate developments had from the outset catered for a lower class of
resident, and the minimal building standards frequently adopted for such
streets and houses meant that as time passed, the condition of the property
would inevitably deteriorate. Elsewhere impoverished conditions were
apparent where housing predated the 1844 Building Act, or the railway
had crossed the existing street plan, as many houses were left directly
abutting onto the viaduct ; ( Map ^ : v , 3. ) Local industrialisation had
occurred along the Regents Canal, in the railway yards and in numerous small
factories and these concerns may well have adversely determined environmental
conditions in neighbouring streets. As the century drew to a close, the
conversion of property for office accommodation was increasing in Camden
Town, while in residential terms one-family occupation on the estates east
of Kentish Town Road was on the decline, to be replaced by the subdivision
of houses for flats. This implies an adaptation of land use to suit changed 
such
circumstances^as had happened to the south on the Bedford and Foundling 
estates, and meant that by the close of the century, lower class tenants 
were increasing in number and encroaching on formerly select estate areas. 35)
Across the river in Lambeth, the districts where development largely predates 
l88o embrace the several neighbourhoods of Brixton, South Vauxhall,
Stockwell and Tulse Hill, together with that part of. Clapham parish now 
within the bounds of the Borough of Lambeth.
Three of the largest holdings in the area were among the first to initiate 
early building programmes, aimed in this instance at housing the wealthy. 
Unlike the Camden experience where such occurrences were both rare and 
limited in area, each of these estates represented a prime exan^le of a
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conteirporary 'leapfrog' development, and despite the relatively large 
area they embraced, forming as they did an almost continuous belt east- 
west across the district, they did not succeed in establishing a 
development 'tone' for the area. Two were located within Lambeth Parish; 
the first bordered the west side of Herne and Denmark Hills where the late 
eighteenth century building of spacious villas occurred, and this was 
followed in the early l820s by development on the nearby Tulse Hill estate. 
Finally, over the parish boundary in Clapham, Thomas Cubitt leased 
Bleakhall Farm in 1825, and proceeded to develop it as the exclusive 
Clapham Park. 36)
This'belt of affluence ' independent of parish boundaries, may well have 
been suggested by the tract of elevated ground on which all three estates
were located. An upland site would be especially suited to wealthy
residential development, and the fact that all three estates were located 
some distance from the conteirç>orary building frohtier provided a valuable 
element of seclusion. However, the sequence of their development dates 
serves to indicate that the activities of one landowner may well have 
influenced the subsequent actions taken by another, and in addition, the 
existence of certain other favourable local conditions may have 
complemented the intentions of the owners concerned. For example, the 
established belt of affluent residences surrounding Clapham Common could 
have encouraged Cubitt in his opulent Clapham Park development, and the 
Rush Common Act of 1806, which together with other development 
restrictions 37) also forbade building within one hundred and fifty feet
of certain lengths of Brixton Road and Hill, gave rise to a neighbouring
district of spacious houses with extensive gardens.
The failure of these three estates to establish a development ‘tone' for 
the area, is best seen as the outcome of several factors. Firstly, to take
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the estates themselves. Clapham Park, representing the most affluent of
in
the three, was slow^letting and never as populous as Cubitt had hoped.
1
By the raid I890s a southern tract was as yet undeveloped, and although
the estate remained a desirable residential area, the fact that it was not
an unqualified success could point to the district's inability to support
a wealthy class of resident in the relatively large numbers originally
envisaged by Cubitt. This would have had increasing relevance as the
century progressed, as the more affluent frequently removed to a greater
distance from the Metropolis, and might well have served to deter other
estate owners in the neighbourhood from embarking upon a similarly
orientated development. To the north and east of Clapham Park estate
Denmark,
building was certainly less spacious, and despite the fact that the^Heme
and Tulse Hill properties appear to have enjoyed a greater residential
success than their Clapham counterpart, the remaining Lambeth estates
were similarly developed with compact housing. This points to more general
forces being at work, and probably local topography as well as the land
ownership pattern played a part. The fact that this area on which conçiact
housing developed was lowlying, was disadvantageous for a builder,
especially as other, more attractive residences were already available in
the immediate neighbourhood. As regards land ownership, with the exception
of the Cubitt estate little is known for Clapham, but in the vicinity of the 
Denmark,
j^eme and Tulse Hill holdings in Lambeth there existed a few large and 
many small estates. Probably the most extensive comprised the fragmented 
Lambeth Wick estate in the possession of the Canterbury See, a part of 
which lying to the south of Kennington Common was building at the same time 
as Tulse Hill and Clapham Park. 38) In contrast to these latter estates, 
Lambeth Wick was designed from the outset to cater primarily for rather 
less affluent members of the middle classes. At the time of its development, 
the estate stood on the fringes of the l82Qs building frontier and
‘‘l It was then being used as a sports field.
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although it is only fair to say that the many small estates in the area 
would, in any case, have tended to adopt a more constricted form of 
development, the building policy adopted for Lambeth Wick may well have 
influenced subsequent actions taken by neighbouring landowners.
There appears to have been no delay in granting leases other than that 
experienced early on by the Canterbury See and resolved by its obtaining 
ninety nine year leasing powers in 180? and 1820; thus a steady southwards 
progression of building was possible, and the overall indications are that 
by comparison with Camden, Lambeth's topography played a greater part in 
debermininj the class of housing erected. The few early and affluent 'leapfrog* 
developments that occurred also illustrate the possibility that the actions 
of a landowner in one parish may have influenced the building style adopted 
by another over the parish boundary; these estates were absorbed by 
subsequent building expansion and unlike the Hampstead experience, an 
apparently limited demand for expensive housing undermined their residential 
success, more particularly in the case of Clapham Park. In fact builders 
may also have overestimated the local demand for more conpact housing, as 
the census returned a high percentage of dwellings in the Kennington and 
Brixton Subdistricts as uninhabited in 1851, and again for Brixton in 1891. 
(Table, p.129)
The role played by public transport in influencing the expansion of this 
district is extremely difficult to evaluate. Road transport in the form of 
omnibus services from the l8UOs onwards will have been instrumental in early 
commuting, but as building had already reached and in some cases progressed 
beyond the lines by the time the railways crossed the district in the I860s, 
(London, Chatham and Dover; London Brighton and South Coast), the conclusion 
must be that such services merely extended an already existing potential.
With the passage of time most districts declined in status and the factors 
contributing to this deterioration were frequently those seen as influencing
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conditions across the river in Camden and Kentish Towns. In common with 
the North London and Hampstead Junction lines, the railways in Brixton were 
carried on viaducts^and while incomplete building development again meant 
that only limited demolition of property was necessary, the proximity of 
the viaduct adversely affected conditions in both the existing streets it 
crossed as well as the potential of as yet undeveloped estates in its 
immediate vicinity. (Map 4:vi) Many landlords developed their 
properties using the minimum space and light requirements permitted under 
the Building Acts and the resulting housing was barely adequate from the 
outset. In the Kennington^Clapham and Brixton Subdistricts the average 
number of occupants per house increased, and while they remained below 
the levels returned by the inner metropolitan districts and Kentish Town 
(their Camden counteipart by comparison with the districts north of the 
river there was a lower incidence of true affluence in this part of Lambeth 
at the close of the century. Furthermore, the number of wealthy residents 
was fast decreasing as part of the continuous outwards movement of 
affluence from the inner metropolitan neighbourhoods. As Booth noted in 
1900, their place was taken by the lower middle or working class element 
already prevailing over much of the district;
'As Camberwell was to Walworth, so is Brixton now 
to Camberwell; what Camberwell is, Brixton may become; 
and we have to look to it that Camberwell itself 
does not in the future sink to the present level of 
poor Walworth.* 39)
Zone between two and five mile radii: major development 1850-1900
This period of expansion was most keenly felt over a broad area of central 
and western Hampstead, and in the two southernmost districts of the Borough 
of Lambeth, namely Norwood and Streatham.
During the second half of the century, the focus of building activity in 
Hampstead moved away from those estates to the south and east where building
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^ad already been in progress for some years. Although development on 
certain of these properties was protracted and continued into the closing 
decades of the century, the main area of activity was concentrated within 
the bounds of the Maryon Wilson estate and over a wide area of numerous 
small holdings in the western part of the parish, the latter unusual in 
that a large number of land companies were involved in their development.
The provision of railway services may have influenced expansion here; in 
fact during the l890s Hampstead was traversed by the route of the Great 
Central Railway to Marylebone, the last surface line ever built to an 
inner metropolitan terminus. Little demolition was involved however, as 
the line was forced underground for much of its length. By the close of 
the century only a small area of the parish still remained to be developed, 
and a clear division could be seen as existing between the more spacious 
estates to the east, where the residents were largely drawn from the upper 
classes, and the more compact developments to the west, whose population 
structure was markedly lower middle/working class in character.
(Map 4 :vii)
The largest property in Hampstead was owned by the Maryon Wilson family 
and inherited as an entailed estate by Sir Thomas in 1821. For nearly fifty 
years until his death in I869, his leasing powers were restricted to 
granting agreements of no more than twenty one years duration, as all attempts 
to break the entail proved futile. Thus in common with the Canterbury 
estate in Lambeth, the major landowner in Hampstead parish was also subject 
to leasing restrictions, but unlike the north Lambeth experience, no shoddy 
short lease development was to occur. The contrast presented by these 
two property owners is an interesting one, and would seem to be largely 
explained in the terras of the See's response to fulfill an early demand for 
building land irrespective of any leasing déficiences, while Sir Thomas 
could apparently afford to ignore whatever potential might be conferred 
if his property were converted into a building estate. However, this is not
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to say that Sir Thomas took no steps to break the entail on his property; 
in fact, he made several unsuccessful applications to Parliament for an 
Act that would have enabled him to grant the usual ninety nine year building 
leases. 40) Nonetheless these failures cannot be held as wholly 
responsible for Sir Thomas’ apparent reluctance to initiate development, 
for had he so wished, he could have personally financed the building 
expansion of his own property. F.M.L. Thompson explains Sir Thomas' 
continuing inactivity as a personal disinclination to turn developer, largely 
due to sufficient income from alternative sources, and concludes that even 
if the estate had been freely available for building, the level of local 
demand would have resulted in only a restricted amount of development 
occurring. 41)
Irrespective of such speculation, it nonetheless remains an incontrovertible
fact that during the lifetime of Sir Thomas, development came to a halt
over a substantial area of Hampstead parish. Once the estate was released
for building purposes during the l870s, it proceeded along much the same
lines as those adopted by earlier developers in the parish, and the class
of tenant to be catered for again comprised the middle and more affluent 
+1
classes.
The expansion over the Maryon Wilson property contributed to the marked 
upswing in building activity that took place in the parish during the 
latter part of the century, but a great increase in population and house 
stock was also recorded over a triangle of land enclosed on two sides by 
Edgware Road and the parish boundary with Hendon, its eastern limit rather 
more tenuously defined by West End Lane and Fortune Green Road, together 
with certain estates along their eastern fringes. This was an area of small
^1 A large area of the estate in the northern part of the parish known as 
Hampstead Heath remained as open ground sold to the Metropolitaui Board 
of Works and retained by the authorities as a permanent open space.
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properties, where building often followed on the demolition of privately
owned mansion houses set in their own grounds. In contrast to the policies
the
adopted by the large landowners to^south and east, development in this
western part of the parish largely catered for the lower middle/working
class tenant. F.M.L. Thompson ascribes this to an interplay between
several local factors, one of which was the unfavourable influence exerted
by two early and primarily lower class land company estates in the area
of Palmer stone and Iverson Roads, where building began during the late
I860s, and 'set the tone for the entire district'. k2) Upon closer
investigation however, the importance that can be attached to these
developments requires considerable qualification, as the passage of the
Midland Railway line effectively isolated their influence from a wide area
of West Hampstead lying to the north. F.M.L. Thompson also cites the
building of this and other railway lines across the district as having an
adverse effect on development potential, while the general low elevation
and the creation of a cemetery at Fortune Green were neither of them conducive
to a better class of housing. U3) The decisive factor, however, in
determining the residential character of West Haupstead, he concludes to be
the landownership pattern of the district.
'Behind or beneath all these factors 
of topography, railway layouts, land 
company estates, and the Cemetery lay 
a network of property rights, and the 
property boundaries were perhaps the 
most fundamental feature of all in 
determining the shape of the West 
Hampstead urban landscape. ' Ui|.)
In contrast to the larger estates elsewhere in Camden and Lambeth,
most of the West Hampstead owners chose to sell the freehold of their entire
properties,preferring this quick return to the slower gains from granting
building leases.
*... the greater part of the small o w~ners lacked the 
sense of family interest or tradition which* induced 
the larger owners to accept some sacrifice of present 
income for the prospect of greater gains in the remote 
future.* LS)
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The resulting character of residential development was not so much the 
outcome of the early land company estates setting a 'tone* for the district 
(although they may well have adversely affected the building potential 
of neighbouring properties), as the prevailing small size of holdings 
and the demand for more compact housing. While intensive development 
clearly offered the most substantial return for capital outlay, this was 
complemented by a growing demand for housing from the lower middle/upper 
working classes, due to a general rise in the standard of living. Several 
estates both north and south of the Midland line were purchased by other 
land coiîÇ)anies who continued to cater primarily for this income bracket.
The fact that elsewhere in the parish, residential building for the 
affluent classes was often a protracted affair, may have further deterred 
the West Hampstead owners from embarking upon similarly orientated plans; 
the resulting intensive development shows in many instances a minimal 
adoption of current building standards, at least as far as street widths 
and frontage heights are concerned.
Although there appear to have been no tenurial difficulties to overcome 
before building could commence, it seems probable that the actual pace of 
expansion was influenced by the provision of rail transport. In fact.
West Hampstead presents the most plausible relationship to be identified 
between development and transport provision for the entire area under 
study.
The railway companies that were to open stations in West Hampstead were 
the Midland, (1868) the Metropolitan and St Johns Wood, (18?9) and the 
Hampstead Junction, (1888) and it is the services provided by the two latter 
companies that seem to have been of especial significance.
The intervening period between the opening of the Midland line station and 
that of the Metropolitan and St Johns Wood Company was to witness few local
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estate developments, and it would appear that F.M.L. Thompson’s view that
the latter was
*..hardly a station set in green fields 
with all the work of attracting passengers 
lying ahead after its opening.’, U6)
is largely an erroneous one. Contemporary development in the immediate
neighbourhood comprised the two early land company properties previously
mentioned, both of which led off Edgware Road, and one or two houses on
the Maryon Wilson, Cotton and Sherriff estates, which bordered on the east
and west sides of West End Lane to the south of the Metropolitan and
St Johns Wood railway line. 47) It would thus seem fair to conclude that
the letter’s station was opened in advance of any real demand in its
immediate neighbourhood. However, as local building was to experience a
marked upswing in activity during the I880s, in the absence of alternative
bus or tram services the importance of rail provision was proportionately
increased, the services acting as a stimulating rather than an initiating
force on the pace of expansion. Although residents of certain estates could
have looked to either Kilbum or Finchley Road for bus accommodation, at
the close of the century there remained a broad area on either side of West
End Lane where the inhabitants would have found it most convenient to
commute using local rail transport.
Zone between five and seven mile radii ; major development 1850-1900 
Building expansion in the western part of Hampstead parish was contemporary 
with growth over a wide area of Norwood and Streatham, the southernmost 
neighbourhoods of the Borough of Lambeth. In common with the West Hampstead 
experience, development south of the river frequently involved the 
demolition of large houses and the conversion of their grounds into building
1 No tram line was ever built to West Hampstead, and a bus service along 
West End Lane was only begun in the opening years of the twentieth 
century.
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land, although any analysis of the factors influencing growth is 
complicated by the largely undetermined landownership pattern for Streatham. 
In those districts for which it can be established however, a number of 
estates were apparently sold to land companies. The two districts were 
divided during the nineteenth century by a parish boundary, but as was 
the case elsewhere in Camden and Lambeth, development phenomena were to 
transcend this artificial barrier. This southern area of Lambeth also 
provides a further example of a district where rail provision was made in 
advance of any substantial local demand, as although several stations were 
opened in both Norwood and Streatham during the 1 850s and the I860s, (on 
the West End of London and Crystal Palace Railway, and branches of the 
London, Brighton and South Coast )jwidescale building did not occur until 
the latter part of the century. This was despite the fact that the major 
local landowners, namely the Canterbury See and the Trustees of the 
Thurlow estate, both sought to enable and encourage residential development 
at an earlier date. This was achieved by the removal of leasing 
restrictions, and as these two estates virtually comprised the entire 
Norwood district with the Thurlow holding also extending westwards into 
Streatham parish, considerable building potential was thus conferred on 
both neighbourhoods.
The Thurlow estate was the first to release its land for development 
purposes. In 1806, following the death of Lord Thurlow, his Trustees 
attempted to sell his estate, but as no suitable purchaser could be found, 
they applied for and were granted an Act of Parliament in 1809, enabling 
them to sell or let parts of the property for building purposes. 4 8)
Some fifteen years later the See of Canterbury also obtained statutory 
powers to grant ninety nine year building leases for its Norwood estate. 4 9) 
Prior to this date, the Archbishop was only permitted to lease this land 
on a three lives basis, and the relative insecurity of this form of tenure 
as opposed to a definite term of years, may have helped to deter early
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speculation in the district. It was certainly true that although the 
Canterbury estate had offered land at Norwood on lease in 1808 and again 
in 1809, describing it as 'peculiarly formed by Nature for rural Villas50) 
no such development had taken place. However the short lease length does 
not appear to have adversely affected development over the See's holding 
in north Lambeth, and despite the fact that both the Thurlow Trustees and 
the Archbishop were able to grant long lease interests in their south 
Lambeth properties relatively early in the century, the subsequent pace of 
63q)ansion was remarkably slow, and by mid century building was still minimal. 
Other forces must have been at work. On a local level, this could mean that 
the remaining landowners were legally incapacitated and thus prevented from 
developing their estates during the first half of the century, or alternatively 
that there existed only a limited demand for early housing accommodation 
within both districts.
With respect to the former theory, as the greater part of the Norwood 
district was comprised within the bounds of the Canterbury and Thurlow 
estates, this idea of legal constraint applies more particularly to 
neighbouring Streatham where the property boundaries remain largely unknown.
By virtue of their absence, it may be misleading to suggest that no such 
impediment to building estate development appears to have existed.
Nonetheless, if any difficulty was apparent, as in the case of the Maryon 
Wilson estate in Hampstead, it was usually noted by contemporary historians. 
Perhaps the absence of such comment can therefore be taken as denoting that 
no constraint existed; at least, not on any significant scale.
The second possibility, that of a limited demand, appears to offer the 
better explanation. During the first half of the century, neither Norwood 
or Streatham was likely to attract any residential development aimed at the 
middling to lower income brackets. They lay well south of the contemporary 
building frontier and as the majority of breadwinners would have been
165
employed in central London, the paucity of public transport facilities
together with the prevailing high level of fares, would have proved
prohibitive. However, both districts would seem to have possessed many
advantages for an affluent class of resident, either in the form of the
spacious villa set in its own ground, or else a slightly more compact
Denmark
residence of the type fronting Tulse^j^nd Heme Hills to the north. The 
distance from London would in this case be a positive advantage in providing 
a valuable element of seclusion. Local topography was especially 
favourable in Norwood, where the ground rose gently to the parish boundary 
at Crown Dale, and as this area was largely encompassed within the bounds 
of only two estates, it meant that their owners possessed a distinct 
advantage in so far as establishing a development ’tone' for the district 
was concerned. Evidently the Canterbury See had considered the early 
prospects to be favourable; witness its comments on the type of building 
likely to succeed in the Norwood district during the opening decade of the 
century. Nevertheless by the early 1840s the area possessed only a few 
villas set in their own grounds, 5l ) while over the parish boundary the 
neighbouring district of Streatham had apparently enjoyed only a marginally 
greater success in developing this style of residence. 52) The two 
estates in the neighbourhood which had aimed at building slightly more 
compact villa residences were also largely unsuccessful in their attempts to 
attract early customers ; in 184.1, few houses were as yet standing in the 
vicinity of the Royal Circus at Norwood, despite the fact that the estate 
had been available for development purposes for several years, 53) while in 
1852, only one or two houses fronted onto Leigham Court Road in Streatham, 
although the road itself had been laid out some thirteen years previously.54) 
Possibly these developments were adversely affected by the success of other 
similar building estates in the immediate neighbourhood, namely the Tulse^ 
Denmark & Heme Hill properties to the north. The fact that relatively few
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affluent residents were attracted to this southern area of Lambeth during 
the first half of the nineteenth century does not appear to reflect any 
unfavourable local circumstances; rather it would seem to indicate a 
limited demand that was satisfied by the relatively low number of dwellings 
provided.
The second half of the century witnessed a major period of building 
expansion within both Norwood and Streatham, and despite a commensurately 
large population increment, it is interesting to note that the average 
number of occupants per house was slightly lower at the close of the 
century than it had been in 1851. (Table, p.129 ) Certain historians 
date the onset of widescale building from the opening of the West End of 
London and Crystal Palace Railway in 1856, 55) but it is impossible to 
establish such a direct relationship. However, building in both districts 
began an upward swing during the I850s, and it is possible that the provision 
of rail services acted as a stimulus to development here as they did to the
north in West Hampstead at a later date in the century. Again the
indications are that the local demand for housing was exceeded by the 
accommodation provided, more especially in the case of Norwood, as a high
percentage of uninhabited dwellings was returned by the census in both
1851 and 18?1. ^(Table, p.129 )
The residential development that occurred during the latter part of the 
century in south Lambeth assumed a similar compact form to that of its 
contemporary counterpart north of the river, and for apparently much the 
same reasons. In common with the West Hampstead experience, the siting of 
a large cemetery off Norwood Road and the several railways that crossed the 
area during the 1850s and 1 860s could all have had a deleterious effect 
upon the choice of housing to be built. However, what appear to have been 
significant factors underlying the residential character of West Hampstead, 
namely the fragmented land ownership pattern and the land company element,
+1 H.J, Dyos, in his study of Victorian Camberwell, gives a general
estimate for London as a whole of k% (’seldom less') empty houses to 
total house stock during the last quarter of the nineteenth century. 5
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cannot be wholly substantiated in the case of South Lambeth. The property 
boundaries for Streatham remain largely unknown, although it does appear 
likely that both the Thurlow and Canterbury estate holdings in Norwood 
were broken up when it came to exploiting their building potential. The 
final sale of Thurlow property that occurred in 1845 shows its subdivision 
into several plots that were independently purchased, 57) and the progress 
of building on the Canterbury estate seems to have broadly followed along 
the lines suggested by the 1808 and 1809 plans. These subdivided the 
holding into several small estates, which might originally have been 
developed as villas set in their own grounds, but which were laid out at 
this late point in the century as rows of generally compact terrace houses. 
This development was also seen on established villa properties here, many 
of which came up for sale at this time, the houses being subsequently 
demolished and their grounds built over. (Map 4:viii) As was the case in 
West Hampstead, this prevailing pattern of compact housing could thus be 
a function of the generally insubstantial estate areas involved; as far 
as can be ascertained, the land companies began building in the neighbourhood 
during the I860s and it is also possible that their class of development 
may have affected the building potential of adjoining properties.58) On a 
metropolitan level, the growing contemporary demand for lower middle/ 
working class housing could here, as elsewhere, have further influenced 
the local estate owners in their decision to build ’small.’
Summary review
The development of metropolitan building has been reconstructed principally 
by looking at the progress made on different estates. Estate owners reacted 
to contemporary events, such as changing opportunities for investment and 
fluctuations in housing demand, and were also constrained by current 
practices, whether custom or law. Thus development has to be interpreted
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in terms of period. But estate owners in the vicinity of the metropolis 
needed to judge their policies not only in relation to metropolitan affairs 
as a whole, but also in relation to opportunities offered in peripheral 
locations; thus development has to be seen in terras of zones and sectors."**^  
In addition to these broad considerations of time and place, there were 
local or particular factors at work, some of them environmental (such 
as slope, aspect and drainage), some historical (such as tenure patterns), 
and some purely fortuitous. Estate policy might respond, whether 
perceptively or otherwise, to all these circumstances, and thus the imprint 
of development has to be understood in terras of the initiating estates 
themselves. It is in the change of character with the passage of time, 
and sometimes only after redevelopment, that influences other than estate 
policy begin to make themselves felt.
The progress of building within the two Borough areas has been shown to be 
in general accordance with metropolitan building cycles, but the existence 
of local peak periods, independent of metropolitan cycles has been 
illustrated also; for example over the interval 1831 to 18U1, and again 
1881 to 1891, both of which correspond to a slump in metropolitan building 
activity, ^ ables.p .131,2 : v, 3 : v, 4 : iv In spatial terras, the generally
outwards progression of building was sometimes replaced by leapfrog 
developments or accretion around outlying, pre-nineteenth century nuclei; 
these occurrences, together with the independent,local peak periods of
+1 The only statistical units available for interpreting zonal character 
are the enumeration Subdistricts and the Ecclesiastical parishes. While 
these provide a very crude framework in terras of density of population 
and number of persons to a house, reference to tables including such 
statistics is made in Chapter 9, p.258. Use has also been made of 
Charles Booth’s findings based on School Board Districts, but of 
course these are presented descriptively, without quantification.
169
building activity, reflect the importance of the landowner in determining 
the timing of development. However the landlord was not always able to 
exercise his judgment fully in such matters, owing to particularities 
of leasing commitments or family settlements. In the case of Sir Thomas 
Maryon Wilson and his Hampstead property, the fact that the estate was 
entailed proved to be a significant obstacle to development for some fifty 
years. On the other hand, the landlord might take steps to promote 
development and find his judgment at fault in that there turned out to 
be little demand for the type of accommodation planned. This was true of 
both the Thurlow and Canterbury estates at Norwood; despite being available 
on long lease terms during the first quarter of the century, widescale 
building was only to occur during the years following 1850. Such instances, 
distributed throughout the century and relating to different localities, 
corroborate Olsen’s view that Victorian building kept up with, and 
sometimes exceeded the need for houses, for all except the poorest classes. 
59).
The outcome of these fluctuations in time and space was that the building 
frontier usually assumed an irregular form, with developing salients and 
yet-to-be developed enclaves. There appears to be, at least in Camden and 
Lambeth, a closer relationship between building of the same period, albeit 
in different localities, than between developments of varying periods 
belonging to the same zone (in terms of distance from central London). This 
is well illustrated by comparing the compact terrace housing of West 
Hampstead and Norwood, the one inside and the other outside the five mile 
radius from Charing Cross, but both of the same period. This indicates 
that while the importance of local factors in determining residential 
character should not be underestimated, there were times when landowners 
responded with some uniformity to prevailing demand; hence the manifestation 
of development which transended estate and parish boundaries. In West 
Hampstead and Norwood where major building dates from the latter part of the
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century, the growing demand for lower middle/working class accommodation 
appears to have influenced the majority of estate owners in their decision 
to build 'small'.
In the context of residential character, estate size has been held to be
4*1of great importance in differentiating building policies. This is true 
in the sense that the possibility of controlling the character of a whole 
neighbourhood belongs only to the large estate. But a large estate does 
not necessarily develop as an entity; nor probably, would it have been 
possible for every property of sufficient size to be divided up into 
grounds and residences for the wealthy, to pursue such a policy exclusively, 
Estate size was of greater importance in the case of small properties, 
where intensive development offered the most substantial return. Within 
both Boroughs, however, the character of a given neighbourhood can rarely 
if ever be seen as solely attributable to property dimensions. This is 
illustrated by the experience of Hampstead parish, the south and east of 
which was dominated by several sizeable properties while the western part 
consisted of a large number of smaller estates. Each of the two parts 
developed a distinctive residential character; that of the west has just 
been indicated, a uniformity derived from building ’small*, not only in 
response to estate size but also as the result of a contemporary demand for 
compact housing that suited the low elevation of the district, intersected 
as it was by several railway lines. In contrast the south and east 
developed under a virtually uninterrupted belt of affluent housing, its 
distinctiveness derived not from uniformity of style but from its display 
of material ease. Estate size was not the only factor involved in 
establishing this class of accommodation, although the existence of large 
properties was probably a pre-requisite. Their owners deliberately
*^1 Chapter 4 , pp .149- 50,152-6, 159-61, 166”7.
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encouraged substantial development, by leasing terms and by supervision, 
but such a policy could not have succeeded without the essential complement, 
a sustained demand for the accommodation offered. The example of Hampstead 
thus shows that estate size is likely to have been only one of many factors 
in determining building policy in the nineteenth century.
Many of the remaining factors that could prove influential in determining
residential character have already been touched on. Lease length was
crucial; short leases were associated with a poorer quality of building as
the lessee’s interest in the property was minimal. Leases for a lengthy
term of ninety nine years encouraged a more substantial form of development,
and if restrictive covenants were included and enforced, these could provide
the most effective way whereby a landlord could regulate the nature of
subsequent building expansion. This practice was adopted by many of the
landlords of the larger properties; however, failure to maintain supervision
during long leases usually meant more rapid deterioration, while freehold 
could
development^mean the virtual relinquishing of any co-ordinated estate 
policy. Thus both forms of tenure could give rise to poor quality housing; 
in addition, although the laws governing building standards were revised 
as the century progressed and the overall quality of housing was iuQjroved, 
the landowner’s application of prevailing standards could and did vary. This 
was most significant where he chose to apply minimum requirements in terms 
of street width, dwelling height and room size, and it was apt to result 
in areas of housing almost uniformly mediocre in appearance and quality.
Local topography was also significant in determining residential character.
In 1810, John Nash had pointed out plainly the relationship between cheap
and low lying ground;
’...there is sufficient space on the lower 
grounds for any increase of buildings 
required for the lower classes;'. 60)
Whatever was originally intended by developers, and although the relationship
± 7 2
was by no means invariable, there are plenty of examples to be found in 
both Camden and Lambeth throughout the century, of poor quality development 
and deteriorating housing on low ground. The proximity of industrial 
premises or a railway line could also have a detrimental effect on estates 
in their vicinity; an interesting point about railway development, (which 
implied in places re-development of housing sites), is that physically it 
produced much the same environmental conditions in crossing low lying 
ground, whether it preceded housing construction, or the reverse. The 
viaducts are dominant, and roads and houses are cut off. There are parallels 
of physical construction between the railway lines of Camden and Kentish 
Towns and those to the south, in Brixton and between Nine Elms and Waterloo. 
Although the latter was the only line that required a substantial amount of 
demolition of property when it was built, in all cases houses were left 
directly abutting onto the viaducts, and the streets in their immediate 
vicinity were to suffer a similar decline. This reinforces the tendency 
pointed out by John Nash, to regard low lying land as suitable only for the 
building of cheap dwellings, and suggests that as agents of transformation 
railway viaducts tended to produce conçarable results, regardless of the 
precise zones in which they were located.
With the passing years, forces other than those associated with estate 
development, began to remould residential patterns and character. The onset 
of change has been shown, in the preceding chapters, to have been highly 
variableStandards of supervision smd maintenance, environmental 
conditions and pressure for particular kinds of housing, or housing in 
particular neighbourhoods, combined to hasten or retard the progress of decay. 
As the standards of building required by law were improved to the benefit 
of new dwellings, so conversely districts in which building predated 
effective legislation were apt to decline. Philanthropic housing
Chapter 2, pp.52,56-7, 6 6- 8 ; Chapter 3, pp.91-2,99,110-1.
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organisations undertook a certain amount of redevelopment, but in common 
with the later local authority and state schemes, not only was the area 
affected small, but the incidence of intervention was uneven; for example, 
by comparison with the innermost districts of Camden (within two miles 
of Charing Cross), few improvements were effected south of the Thames, in 
comparable districts of Lambeth. Whatever the degree of supervision 
attempted, by the close of the century estates of this inner metropolitan 
area displayed at best a widespread conversion of single family houses 
to provide offices, multiple tenements or boarding houses, and at worst, 
a rapidly deteriorating house stock. But while this was also true, 
sporadically, of districts developed within the five mile radius up to 
c. 1880, there are examples of estates of comparable period and setting, 
to which the passage of the years brought little change.
This review has examined the forces at work in shaping the development 
of the two Boroughs as a whole. Among a multiplicity of interacting 
factors, it has seldom if ever been possible to attribute residential 
character to a single phenomenon. It is now proposed to select four 
building estates to compare and contrast their particular experiences in 
the context of metropolitan and Borough development.
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CHAPTER 5 
INTRODUCTION TO THE FOUR ESTATES
The comparison of nineteenth century development in Camden and Lambeth 
has revealed certain parallel as well as several diverging trends. The 
aim in making studies of individual estates was to elucidate the processes of 
development in greater detail; in particular, the formation of plans, the 
disposal of land (whether leasehold or freehold), the period required to 
complete building, together with any changes of plan involved, and the 
character of development achieved. The aim of choosing four estates (no 
more and no less) has been to facilitate comparison in two respects 
principally; development under private ownership (where leaseholds 
predominated) as compared with that of Lemd Societies (largely freehold), 
and in relation to locations north and south of the River Thames.
Practical considerations, above eill the availability of records and the 
work of established scholars, guided the actual choice made. On several 
occasions when a broad development history had been established for a 
chosen property, the area in question was ruled out for one of two reasons; 
either the discovery of a completed study rendered continuing research 
inappropriate, or else, the material already accumulated could not be 
satisfactorily amplified, due to the destruction of records or occasionally, 
to their retention in private hands. Work on the Bedford Figs Mead estate 
in Camden Town and the Cubitt development at Clapham Park was curtailed 
for the first reason, 1) and on the Conservative Land Society estate in 
Kentish Town and the Thurlow estate in Lambeth for the second; in the 
case of the two latter properties the only documentation that could be 
discovered ccxnprised maps of intended development, brief details of land 
sales and subsequent entries in the parish Rate Books. Similarly, the
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material that had survived for the many land company estates in West 
Hampstead merely consisted of a record of the change of ownership.
(Maps 2:iii A and 3:iii ^
The final choice was as follows: as examples of private ownership , parts 
of two major holdings, namely the Mary on Wilson estate in Hampstead and, 
south of the river, the Archbishop of Canterbury's manor of Lambeth Wick; 
and illustrating Land Society development, part of the Effra Farm estate 
in Brixton, acquired from the Stone family by the Westminster Freehold 
Land Society, and in Hampstead^the Carlile estate, purchased by the 
British Land Company. (Maps 2:iii A and 3:iii ^
The Maryon Wilson property comprised one hundred and ten acres of low lying 
land bordering on Finchley Bead in West Hampstead, s<xne three miles from 
central London. The building programme which was commenced during the 
late 1870s had been delayed by the inability of the previous owner to break 
an entail on the property. South of the river, the manor of Lambeth Wick 
was divided into three parcels, barely a mile separating the Biver Thames 
from the northernmost section situated in the Kennington First Subdistrict, 
and bordering the Clapham, Brixton and Camberwell New Boads. Here the 
onset of development began somewhat earlier, during the first half of the 
1820s. The low elevation meant that the land immediately bordering Brixton 
Boad was subject to flooding during the periodic overflowing of a drainage 
channel that ran alongside the road. Building began first over the western 
part of the estate bounded by Clapham and Brixton Boads; subsequently it 
spread to the area under study, comprising some sixty nine acres lying to 
the east of Brixton Boad and south of the Camberwell New Boad.
In both cases, the landowner had long term rather than short term profits 
in view; the Maryon Wilson property was developed by means of building 
agreements for 'takes' of land granted by the ground landlord and usually 
comprising ten or more houses, while building on the Lambeth Wick estate
176
was initiated by the See's tenant, Lord Holland. Here the agreements 
varied from as little as a single house to entire frontages. A comparable 
number of premises were erected on both properties, the completed estates 
each comprising around seven hundred dwellings.
The Freehold Land Society movement in London began during the late l840s 
with the intention of assisting people to acquire sufficient property to 
qualify for a vote at Parliamentary elections. This political motivation 
eventually gave way to pure building society matters. The National and 
the smaller Westminster Freehold Land Societies were both established in 
1849 in the Liberal interest, the former creating a subsidiary, the British 
Land Company, to buy and sell property. 2) The holdings purchased by 
these organisations were somewhat smaller than the privately owned estates, 
the Carlile property comprising some fourteen acres of elevated land on 
the fringes of Hampstead village some three and half miles from central 
London, while the portion of the Effra Farm estate in the Brixton 
Subdistrict that was acquired by the Westminster Freehold Land Society, 
involved twenty four acres of upland bordering on the Dulwich Road, some 
two miles south of the river.
The Westminster was the first to make provision for building; a development 
plan of the estate was issued in 1855 althou^ the actual construction of 
houses did not commence until the latter part of the l860s. The British 
Land Society purchased their estate in l8?5i and began building immediately. 
In both instances, the property was divided by the Land company into 
freehold plots, the final total of four hundred dwellings on the 
Westminster's estate representing twice the completion total for the 
Hampstead property.
Every effort was made to seek out not only estate documents (prospectuses, 
agreements, leases and sales) but also private records, (Vestry Minutes,
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some of which refer to street maintenance, and Rate Books, together with 
contemporary maps and plans). However, even with such carefully selected 
areas limitations of research material were encountered, and especially 
a deficiency of primary archives. Detailed census abstracts are available 
at ten year intervals from l84l to and including 18?1, and such information 
could be used to establish the social status of residents on the two 
Lambeth estates, but not for the Camden properties, where building only 
began during the latter part of the l8?0s. The Maryon Wilson family who 
still retain the freehold of much of their Hampstead property proved 
reluctant to release many documents, and in the case of both the Westminster 
Society and the British Land Company, little original material has survived. 
Even in the case of the Lambeth Wick estate where existing records give 
a good insight into the Canterbury point of view, those papers relating to 
the lessee who actually developed the land for building have been largely 
destroyed. 3) While the aim has been to provide comparable documentation 
for each estate, the estate tables reflect the fact that divergencies of 
estate history as well as a deficiency of records have restricted this 
aim.
Having thus provided a basic introduction to the development mechanisms 
and the nature of the several estates involved, the individual areas are 
next approached, beginning with the two Lambeth properties, south of the 
river.
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CHAPTER 6 
TWO LAMBETH ESTATES 
Part 1 - The Lambeth Wick Estate
The manor of Lambeth Wick^^ consisted of three parcels, the most northerly 
of which abutted onto Kennington Common while the other two portions lay 
further south, in the neighbourhood of Loughborough Road and Coldharbour 
Lane. 1 ) The area under study formed part of the northernmost parcel and
comprised some sixty nine acres lying south of the Camberwell New Road and 
east of Brixton Road. (Map 6:i A) The fact that the manor was fragmented 
led to the unrelated development of its constituent parts. Building east 
of Brixton Road commenced during the l820s but its progression was uneven; 
while certain frontages were rapidly completed, others were still building 
as late as the l880s. (Table 6;i A) The development of the property was 
supervised by Mir Benjamin Currey, acting as solicitor and steward to Henry 
Richard Vas sail, the third Baron Holland, who held the lease of Lambeth 
Wick. 2) A point of interest lies in the large amount of land that 
Mr Currey personally took for development purposes; together with a local 
reaLdentjMr James Crundall, their leases account for a substantial 
proportion of the property, (Map 6;iii A)
Lambeth Wick was the property of the See of Canterbury, obtained in the
twelfth century as part of an exchange of land with the Priory of Rochester.
3) Successive Archbishops demised the manor for short terms of twenty one 
+2years, (with option to renew every four) the annual rent standing at £8.00. 
In 1701 it was let to Sir Stephen Fox, (father of the first Baron Holland), 
members of whose family retained the lease until the early twentieth 
century. 4)
+1 Different spellings of the manor name occur, the most common being Wick 
or Wyke. The former has been adopted throughout, except for quotations 
in which the original spelling is given.
+2 This was the maximum term of years the Archbishop was then able to 
grant; (see Chapter 3 , pp.90,95. )
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The entire manor was held as agricultural land until I807, when the See
/
prepared the way for development by including Lambeth Wick in the provisions 
of an Act which conferred building powers over certain parts of its Lambeth 
property. 5) However, Henry Vassall was apparently reluctant to undertake 
the conversion of his land from fields to houses, for on the occasion of his 
broaching the subject in 1819, the then Archbishop declared that
'Lord Holland's disposition to building
leases was perfectly new*. 6)
It would seem that Lord Holland's change of heart stemmed from a meeting 
in January of that year concerning the land required for a new road leading 
from Vauxhall Bridge to Camberwell. As this was to cross northern Lambeth 
Wick east of the Brixton Road, the project led to a discussion of the land's 
value as potential building ground. 7) Apparently the outcome was that 
Lord Holland agreed to take that part of the manor lying west of Brixton 
Road on building terms, but these were not to extend to the remainder of the 
estate which would continue to be held as agricultural land. 8)
The line of communication in question, the Camberwell New Road, had been 
sanctioned in I818 as part of a plan to improve road links with the Lambeth 
end of Vauxhall Bridge.*^ Once on the statute books, the building of the 
road could not be contested,but the problem of compensation for the land 
required had to be settled. Vested interest largely determined the attitudes 
adopted by the various protagonists; thus while the promoters of the road 
argued that it conferred great building potential on the estate, the 
Archbishop as ground landlord chose to maintain that development would have 
eventually occurred without benefit of the proposed communication. These 
were matters of paramount importance as the way in which the land was seen 
to be affected was the prime factor in determining its value. If viewed 
as good agricultural land damaged by unnecessary road building ( the
+1 The road was to be built by the Trustees of the Surrey and Sussex
Roads, and was designed to link Vauxhall Bridge with Camberwell Green. 9)
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Archbishop's case), the sum arrived at would be different from that 
applying if the land's potential had been enhanced by the road and building 
made possible (the promoters' contention.) In the ensuing legal argument, 
the Archbishop not only contested the sum for overall compensation, but also 
maintained that the brick earth which lay beneath the line of the road 
should be paid for, as well as any fencing needed along the new frontages.
As lessee of the land required, which was then variously used as orchard, 
garden and pasture ground. Lord Holland was also entitled to compensation, 
as was his under tenant, a Robert Martin. 10) They proved less 
contentious, settling for £211.10.0 and £3 5 0 .0 0 . 0  respectively, whereas the 
Canterbury See forced the case before a jury, who eventually awarded the 
Archbishop £305. 11 )
Although the actual area required for the road represented a mere one and
a half acres, the land lay in a narrow strip which cut across existing
field boundaries and divided this section of the estate into two separate
holdings. (Map 6 : i A) The road thus fulfilled the intention of its
promoters by taking the most direct route possible, and it was argued by
the Archbishop's advisers with some degree of justification that the Road
Trustees had ^
'... chosen to make the Road in the 
line which they thought most for their 
own convenience and advantage - if they 
had intended to consult the advantage of 
the Land Owners in any respect a line of 
Road might have been pointed out to them 
much more advantageous to the Estates of 
the See of Canterbury.' 15)
+1 It is not clear whether this represents his entire damages. The initial 
offer made in January of 1819 was for £300 to which the Archbishop 
agreed, providing that the value of the brickearth was excluded from 
this sum. The Trustees replied that £ 3 0 0  was their maximum offer, 
but in February they proffered a further £373 for the erection of fences, 
which the Archbishop rejected. 12) Meanwhile a Jury had been summoned 
for January 30th to value the land and thus settle the claim; a second 
sessior^ebruary 5th proved necessary, and the sum of £305 mentioned 
above was awarded. 13) It is possible that this did not take into account 
the cost of fencing, although the sum came very close to the total amount 
suggested for compensation by two of the professional witnesses prepared 
to give evidence on behalf of the Archbishop, namely £312 and £368 
respectively. 14)
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Unfortunately the remaining points of contention are more complex to
evaluate. The See apparently possessed, and could use at its discretion,
documents which bore witness to conflicting valuations not only of the
Archbishop’s interest in the land, but also of its mineral deposits and
general building potential. Anxious to present their client’s case at the
Jury Sessions in the most favourable light, the Archbishop's legal advisers
were thus careful in their choice of arguments, and unfavourable opinions
were omitted from the evidence. The Brief for the case thus contains certain
cautions; for example, a pencilled note warns that two of the witnesses
had placed the annual value of the land in question rather low, and perhaps
one of them should be examined only with respect to another point of his
testimony, namely the loss of value to the estate for agricultural purposes
once the road was built. 16) In this context the question of fencing arose,
which the See argued would be necessary to protect the land once the road
was built. The Brief stated that this would cost at least £500, with one
witness giving a more detailed estimate of £558.l5.0d. 1?) Despite the
possibility of erecting such barriers, several witnesses argued that it
would be difficult, if not impossible, to maintain the agricultural tenure
of the land once the road was built. One argued a watchman would be
required to guard the orchard, 18) and another thought the land would
'... be so much exposed that I am at a loss 
to estimate the Injury likely to be 
sustained by the Occupier of it as a
Gardener, feeling it will be quite impracticable
for him effectually to prevent great 
depredations being committed.' 19)
The brick earth deposit which figured prominently in the Archbishop’s case 
for compensation was in fact located beneath this orchard and garden ground 
as the deposit under the meadow had already been dug out some years 
previously. 20) The See reserved all rights to such deposits under Lord 
Holland’s lease, 21) a common enough practice among ground landlords. Several 
estimates of its value were apparently submitted to legal advisers, who
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chose to ignore at least one report recommending that attempts to force 
up the purchase price offered by the Road Trustees should not be made 
simply on account of this brick earth deposit. 22) Statements were 
collected from two 'working brickmakers* both of whom examined the line of 
the intended new road. One estimated the brickearth in its path to be on 
average between twenty and twenty one inches deep, which would be sufficient 
to make rather less than one and three quarter million bricks, while the 
second was slightly more conservative in his views, putting the deposit as 
between eighteen and twenty inches in depth, and capable of making around 
one and a half million bricks. 23) The Jury Brief included further evidence 
on the subject with the opinions expressed largely agreeing with those 
already collated, but in one instance rising to a maximum estimated production 
of two million bricks.  ^ The Brief accordingly presented the most optimistic 
view of the matter, summarising the deposit as around two feet in depth and 
capable of being turned into some two million bricks, which would in part 
be sold to builders wishing to develop the neighbouring Canterbury 
property. 2 5 )
The attitude adopted towards the building potential of the land crossed by
the new road was another major point of dispute between the Archbishop and
the Road Trustees. The Archbishop's Brief reflected the general weight of
opinion expressed by his expert witnesses, arguing that
'., the Ground in question is very capable of 
being used as Building Ground without the 
advantage of the proposed new Turnpike Road 
and that as Buildings have of late years 
very much increased in that Neighbourhood it 
must ere long have been converted to that 
use altho' the present Road had not been made.
+1 In his evidence, Mr Edward Driver, a surveyor, estimated that between 
one, and one and a half million bricks could be produced from the 
deposit, while Mr Henry Munday, another 'working Brickmaker' stated 
that a maximum of two million bricks could be manufactured . 24)
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The value of one acre of Land in this 
situation converted to Building even without 
the advantage of an immediate Frontage to a 
great public Thoroughfare could not be less 
than £1000 and this ought to be taken into 
account on the present occasion.' 26)
Nonetheless this attitude was queried by at least one other surveyor who
mentioned in his report to the Archbishop’s solicitor
’.. the advantage which will probably accrue to 
the Estate from the intended Road thro* it,’
and that in his opinion, largely as a result of past and probably continuing
problems of periodic flooding,
’.. the circumstances .. are rather unfavourable 
to Building, tho’ the Land is not absolutely 
incapable of being let for that purpose;’. 2?)
This report was not amongst the evidence included in the Brief to be
presented before the Jury Sessions! However irrespective of this last
unfavourable opinion, the entire weight of evidence must be reviewed in
the light of a highly pertinent statement made by the Archbishop’s advisers
in summarising their case.
’It cannot be urged by the Trustees that 
their Road will give the Land a value which 
it had not before by converting it- into 
Building Ground because the Estate being 
granted out on a renewable Lease the 
Archbishop can never convert it into Building 
Ground without the consent of his Lesee 
which is in fact the reason of its 
not having been built upon long since’. 28)
Although neither party appears to have considered the significance of this
point, in theory it undermined completely the arguments of both the
Archbishop and the Road Trustees about the current value of the land for
building. Without Lord Holland’s consent, the area could only be developed
for building if Lord Holland were to allow his lease to lapse, with the
consequent reversion of the estate to the See. In fact. Lord Holland was
+1 This was the same report which recommended that the price asked for the 
land by the Archbishop should not be forced up on account of the brick 
earth deposit, see p. 182.
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currently negotiating with the Archbishop to take another part of the 
manor on a building agreement.
To this end, a combination of factors may well have proved influential, 
despite the opinion of the Canterbury solicitor who held the new road to 
be responsible for Lord Holland's action. The See had evidently been 
amxious to encourage development for some years now; it had possessed the 
necessary powers to grant building leases since 1807, and mention was made 
in 1 8 1 9  of the 'old scheme for improving this estate' by building. 29) 
However, Lord Holland's reluctance to take the land for development purposes 
prior to this date is understandable in the light of both the financial 
terms anticipated and prevailing local conditions. Rightly or wrongly, 
over the years preceding I8I9 Lord Holland was apparently under the impression 
that the monetary value which the See placed on a building lease was too 
high 3^ 0 ) as no sum is mentioned, this cannot be further investigated.
The location of the estate was also important. It lay beyond the pull of 
main market forces until the latter part of the second decade of the century, 
when it stood on the fringes of the main south bank built up area. 
Unfortunately it was unsuited to an early development of opulent villas, 
such as had occurred along Herne Hill to the southeast; despite the physical 
separation noted above, it was probably too close to London to attract 
wealthy residents, and its generally low elevation together with the 
possibility of flooding would have been a further deterrent.
Uncertainty as to the exact direction to be taken by the new roads from 
Vauxhall Bridge may also have delayed Lord Holland's willingness to develop, 
3 1 ) as the line of the Camberwell New Road was only settled in I8 1 8 , some 
two years after the bridge had been opened to general traffic.  ^ Other 
routes had obviously been considered; a proposal made in 1813 shows a line
+1 The Bridge was sanctioned by an Act of Parliament in 1809, and opened 
seven years later, in 1816. 32)
185
of road running approximately parallel to that eventually taken by the 
Camberwell New Road, but some hundreds of yards further north. 33)^  ^
However, if as the Canterbury solicitor maintained, this road proved a 
decisive factor in altering Lord Holland’s ’disposition’ to building 
leases, it is difficult to understand why the first area to be developed 
lay west of Brixton Road rather than to the east, " -
where the road to Camberwell Green actually crossed the estate. It would 
appear best to view the Camberwell New Road in the light of a catalyst; 
an event which brought about an exchange of opinions and a reassessment of 
attitudes on the part of all those involved.
Thus in 1819 building began on Lambeth Wick, and when this first take of land 
’answered the expectations formed by Lord Holland’s advisers,’ 35) he 
agreed to lease two further portions of the manor for building purposes.
The smaller section comprised the area abutting on Coldharbour Lane, but 
the greater part adjoined the first take, bordering the east side of the 
Brixton Road and comprising that part of Lambeth Wick actually crossed by 
the Camberwell New Road. 36) The land south of this road forms the subject 
of this detailed estate study, (Map 6:i A) and although a rough plan of the 
area was sent to the Archbishop’s solicitors in April 1820, 37) 
negotiations were to prove protracted. In June of the same year the 
Archbishop replied that before he gave his consent to further building 
development, he wished to know how this might affect the remaining part of 
the Lambeth Wick estate, 38) and discussions between the parties involved
+1 It is also possible that Lord Holland was further deterred from building 
due to the fact that the text of the 1807 Act enabling building leases 
to be granted for Lambeth Wick omitted to mention specifically a ninety 
nine year lease term. However, as he took the first part of the estate 
for development purposes in 1819, one year before an Act was passed 
to establish firmly the ninety nine year tern, 34) this cannot have 
been of great significance.
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were still in progress a whole year later. At that time Lord Holland 
made the offer of an additional £ 5 0 0  rent per annum, but in the opinion 
of Mr Henry Harrison, the See’s surveyor , this was inadequate. £6 6 0 , 
plus the present rent and any charge needed for redeemed land tax seemed 
more reasonable to him. 39) As a result the Archbishop’s solicitors 
declined Lord Holland’s offer and instead made a rather barbed counter 
proposal:
’His Grace authorises us to add that he is very 
doubtful whether it may not be for his advantage 
to decline all Treaty for any Building Lease 
conqprising so large a portion of the Estate 
to any one person, but that nevertheless if 
Lord Holland is willing to give the Rent fixed 
by Mr Harrison His Grace will grant a Lease 
accordingly’. 40)
Meanwhile the area under discussion was remeasured, and as it was found to
be more extensive than originally estimated, it was suggested to the
Archbishop that he amend the rent charge. 4l ) Naturally Lord Holland’s
solicitor expressed surprise at this outcome, but the offer for rent was
raised accordingly to £?50, divided into £l50 on five separate building
leases payable annually. 42)*^
’In giving this rent I am confident that I give 
very considerably more than any other person 
would, and I can assure you it makes me 
nervous until I let off some of the land 
to meet it.’ 44)
However the Archbishop increased the amount demanded to £774, 45) &772 being
+2the eventual figure agreed upon, divisable into £l54.8.0d per lease.
+1 This increased offer was made on the condition that the ’river bed’ 
namely the Effra, which at this point in time ran along the east side 
of Brixton Road, was not included in the acreage calculations. 43)
+2 It is possible (although unlikely) that due to misreading of handwritten 
sources the reference to £774 is in error, and that £ 7 7 2  was the final 
figure agreed by both parties.
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These were to run for ninety nine years from June 24th 1 821, and on each, 
within the first seven years. Lord Holland contracted to build and complete 
six or more brick houses of not less than the third rate of building, 
which work was to be approved by the Archbishop's surveyor and to cost 
£3000. A further £3000 per lease was to be expended over the first twenty 
years on erecting houses. 4 6 )
Unfortunately the exact mechanism for financing the development has not 
survived but it would appear that Mr Benjamin Currey, Lord Holland's 
solicitor, took the prime role. Although the estate is never mentioned by 
name, certain relevant points can be ascertained from the Holland family 
estate papers. Here one finds the heading '2nd proposal - 2nd Building 
Lease', which must relate to the 1821 take for building on Lambeth Wick, 
as the lessor is given as the Archbishop and the total rent payable is 
£772, exactly as established above. Apparently Lord Holland was to advance 
no money but was to receive an annual rent of £ 1 0 5 9  commencing in 1 8 2 4 , 
and a footnote states that Mr Currey himself proposed to supply the initial 
capital outlay required. 47) This throws an interesting retrospective 
light on past negotiations; if Mr Currey was so willing to finance the 
operation, regarding it as an attractive form of investment, how influential 
had he been in persuading Lord Holland to his original decision to build?
The only physical constraint to development appears to have been one capable 
of being readily overcome, namely a drainage channel known as the Effra 
River, which bordered the east side of Brixton Road and, due to a tendency 
to overflow and flood the road after a heavy fall of rain, gave it the 
ancient name of the 'Washway*. It would seem that Lord Holland turned
+1 Note the comment made by J. Cockerell in 1819, (p. 183 ) concerning 
the incidence of flooding in the area.
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his attention to making a culvert in the latter part of 1 821, having
previously found
'... it impossible to convert the lands of North
Brixton and its neighbourhood into building
land, unless this sewer or river was covered,
and the constant overflowing of its banks prevented’. 48)
The keyword is ’sewer’; the ditch was in fact little more than a polluted
drainage channel. Lord Holland began the work of covering it in, but a
fall of rain in August or September of 1821 ’blew the works up’. He
began work again later in the year, but surrendered the task to the
Commissioners of Sewers who apparently had great difficulty in getting
him to forward a sufficient amount of money. Although Lord Holland
maintained that he could have done the work more cheaply, in all probability
it would not have been as well executed. 49) A map of the parish dated
1 8 2 4 shows the waterway as still bordering the estate frontage south of
Vassall Road but to the north its course is marked underground. 50)
Building development on the estate proceeded on a strictly leasehold basis,
for as Lord Holland’s status was simply that of tenant to the See, he was
not empowered to sell freeholds, even had he been so inclined. His powers
went no further than the granting of sub leases of no longer duration than
his own ninety nine year period of tenure. The Holland family papers
include a copy of ’Hints for sale of leases 1822’ which outlines the policy
to be adopted.
’It seems to rae^ t^hat the safest plan for Lord 
Holland would be to sell no house outright but 
to reserve on every house a ground rent sufficient 
to cover part of the rent of the Archbishop and part 
of the additional rent expected for himself.
How much might to be put on each house should depend 
on the cost of the house and its situation, 
so that the risk might be proportionately decided
+1 Probably written by Benjamin Currey as Lord Holland’s solicitor.
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over the whole property and not confined to a 
certain number of houses, any accident happening 
to which might leave him (Lord Holland) liable 
to the Archbishop without recourse on the houses 
sold free of Ground Rent.' 5l )
In fact. Lord Holland did eventually sell off certain of these reserved
rents for the duration of the sub-lease, which provided him with new funds
and the purchaser with an annuity. 5 2 )
Table
Reserved ground rents disposed of by Lord Holland, 1623-27
Date of 
assignment
Lease
number
Purchaser of reserved 
ground rent
Price
paid
5 April 
1823
276468 William Jennings, Dorset 
for this and other rents
£1938.10.0
29 July 
1823
276446 Frederick Moiling, Eltham, 
for this and other rents, 
for 4o years
£6 0 7 5 .0 0 . 0
29 September 
1823
276430 Richard Sheppard, Newington 
Surrey,for 7 6 years
-
4 August 
1825
2 7 6 4 4 4 Hon. James Abercromby,
New Street, for this and 
other annual rents
£1 7 4 4 .0 0 . 0
4 August 
1825
276475 Hon. James Abercromby, 
for part of these rents
£1 7 4 4 .0 0 . 0
4 August 
1825
276476 Hon. James Abercromby, 
for part of these rents
£1 7 4 4 .0 0 . 0
4 August 
1825
276477 Hon. James Abercromby 
for part of these rents
£1744.00.0
30 July 
1825
276478 Hon.James Abercromby, 
for part of two rents 
in the area
£1 7 9 2 .0 0 . 0
22 November 
1 8 2 6
2 7 6 4 8 2 Mr H. Burtenshaw, 
Westminster
£7 9 8 .0 0 . 0
11 January 
1827
276481. Mr Jonathan Bray,Stoke Green 
near Coventry, for this reni 
and another of adjoining 
premises, for the rest of t]r 
8 0 year lease.
£2 2 5 0 .0 0 . 0
le
Source ; Lambeth Palace Records, except for lease number 276446, for which 
information was taken from the original notes for the 'Survey of London’ at 
the Greater London Council Record Office.
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The area covered by a single lease varied considerably, ranging from
one house to an entire street frontage. (Table 6 :ii A and Map 6 :ii A)
In addition to the usual covenants for repair and maintenance, the leases
were drawn up to exclude a number of undesirable trades, namely, catgut
spinner, hog-skinner, boiler of horse flesh or bones, soap maker, glue
or size maker, brewer, distiller, felt or hat manufacturer, meIter of
fat, metal founder, slaughterman, tinman, victualler or publican. 5 3 )
A few shops were however permitted to develop on the Brixton and Vassall
Roads, and a number of public houses were also established. The exact
sequence in which the roads were laid down is not known, but most appear
to date from the late l8 2 0 s, with a few later infills. Details of building
along the road frontages are provided in Table 6 :i A^where it must be
noted that lease dates have proved unreliable as a means of establishing
the dates of house building.Development progress varied; in general
the majority of houses were completed by mid century but gaps in certain
frontages were still in evidence as late as the l880s. By 1826 the estate
had progressed to a point at which the provision of amenities such as the
lighting, cleansing and watching of roads had to be considered. An Act
of Parliament was duly obtained to execute these duties, 54) its provisions
extending to Camberwell New Road, Foxley Road, Cranmer Road, Vassall Road,
+2Langton Place, Cowley Road and Normandy Place. Several of the
+1 By the form of the text or by showing buildings on the accompanying map, 
certain of the leases indicated that they were for premises already 
erected. As a result all the agreements were duly studied in an attempt to 
determine whether actual buildings or undeveloped plots were involved. 
Unfortunately, due to the paucity of accurate dating material this proved 
impossible to establish one way or another in the majority of cases. 
However it did become apparent that in a number of cases where building 
development was indicated, this was either wholly or partially inaccurate, 
and thus it was thought wiser to omit lease information when dating 
houses. (Table 6 :ii A)
+2 The Act also covered 'the other Parts of the Lambeth Wyke Estate and Parts 
adjacent, ' and Normandy Place was then known as 'Dulwich New Road',
(see p.l93 ). As regards the Camberwell New Road, the Commissioners' 
responsibilities were only for lighting and watching,and in the following 
year under a separate Act of Parliament, it was made clear that the 1826 
provisions were also to extend to the estate's Brixton Road frontage. 55)
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Commissioners who were responsible for its enforcement were in fact 
leaseholders of property on the estate, and to pay for the services 
provided, rates were to be levied on the occupiers.
There is some evidence that early expansion was adversely affected by the 
building climate then generally prevailing in London. The estate was 
launched at a propitious time, for the early twenties had witnessed a 
building boom; after 1 8 2 5 this collapsed and recovery did not take place 
until the raid to late 1830s. 56) This pattern could explain why a large
part of Baker Street which was leased in 1825, still does not appear some 
four years later in the 1829 Rates return. Similarly no houses were 
recorded in the I84l census for either Russell or Holland Groves, where 
the entire frontages were leased in 1 8 2 4  and 1 8 3 1 respectively. 5 7 )
(Tables 6 :i A and 6 :ii A) This unfavourable building climate is also 
reflected in the difficulties experienced by the two main participants in 
the development scheme. Probably the largest leaseholder was Benjamin 
Currey,but on a more modest scale, a Mr James Crundall, variously 
described as 'gentleman' and 'timber merchant', also held several plots. 
(Map 6 :iii A ) Crundall's earliest leases are among the first to be granted 
for the estate (Table 6 :ii A; Maps 6 :ii A and 6 :iii A), but as hints 
survive which point to financial difficulties, it seems that his 
involvement may not have been entirely successful. His problems apparently 
date from the late 1 8 2 0 s and early I8 3 0 s, when several repossessions of 
his property occurred and new leaseholders were appointed. It is 
interesting to note that Crundall's agreements account for five out of the 
eight extant for 1825, the year the building boom collapsed. One of these 
leases comprised four houses in Vassall Road, namely numbers 43 to 49 
inclusive; subsequently numbers 4 3  and 4 5  were recorded as held by a
+1 Including land held after his death by his family.
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Mr John Hughes, and 47 and 49 by a Mr Peter Arthur Gill, under new leases 
granted by Lord Holland dated 1832. 58) Similarly by December of that
year the Holland estate had repossessed four more of Crundall's houses 
(probably numbers 19 to 25 inclusive on Vassall Road), as Crundall owed 
at least two and a half years rent, and other covenants such as repairs were 
being neglected. 5 9 )
Although Crundall's fortunes may have been adversely affected by an 
alteration in the building climate, his early role was that of an 
instigator of development. By contrast, Benjamin Currey appears to have 
been operating when the London building slump was in full force, as of the 
agreements which have survived, none in his name predate 1825. In 1829 
Currey himself was to describe this part of Lambeth Wick as 'very much 
injured by the change of times', 60) and yet in 1831 he took on lease 
substantial areas of the estate where development had not yet occurred.*^
In fact, these were the only large takes of land to be involved in new 
leases granted after 1825. (Table 6 :ii A; Maps 6 :ii A and 6 :iiiA)
Possibly Currey's action was prompted by financial commitments such as the 
assured rent guaranteed to Lord Holland, but if so, it was unfortunate 
that building along some of these frontages was slow to materialise.
(Tables 6 :i A and 6 :ii A)
In establishing the street layout the configuration of the estate must have
presented certain difficulties. Between the Brixton and the Camberwell
New Roads the northern boundary formed an irregular line, (Maps 6 ;i A and
6 :ii a) but as Lord Holland granted land along the west end of Cranmer Road
+2which lay outside the bounds of Lambeth Wick , he must also have held the 
lease of a proportion of the adjacent property. It is perhaps surprising
+1 One of the leases^in his widows' name.
+2 The records at Lambeth Palace show Lord Holland as leasing numbers 21 
and 23 to R. Gossip in I8 3 I,(Lease 276204).
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to find that two of the estate roads, namely Cranmer and Vassall, follow 
in part the line of the original field divisions; earlier the route of 
Camberwell New Road had cut across such boundaries, as had the five 
building leases granted to Lord Holland in 1821 . (Map 6 :i A) In fact, 
agricultural divisions were usually disregarded, and the remaining roads 
were designed to accommodate the rather awkward shape of the holding. Thus 
the elongated southern strip was made the axis of a street running parallel 
to Brixton Road, and terminating within the estate boundaries in Melbourne 
Square and Normandy Place. With the exception of Langton and Elliott Roads 
which lead south off Vassall, no links were forged with neighbouring 
properties, although this fact does not entirely conform with the original 
proposals. While Langton Road was always intended as a through route, 
there is evidence to suggest that the initial plan was to contain Elliott 
Road within the estate boundaries by curving it round to meet an extension 
of Cancel Road. 6 l) Conversely, instead of terminating in the houses 
of Melbourne Square, Normandy Place was apparently planned to run 
eastwards beyond the Lambeth Wick boundary. Rather optimistically, it 
was originally called 'Dulwich New Roadin a number of leases, 62} in the 
apparent hope that it would establish a through route between that 
neighbourhood and Lord Holland's estate. However in the naming elsewhere 
of various streets and terraces the Holland family connection is 
conspicuous; builders and leaseholders are not perpetuated and those names 
deriving from either the ground landlord or local connections are kept to the 
barest minimum. (Table,p. 194 and Map 6 :iv A)
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Probable derivation of street and terrace names
Names Derivation suggested
Cranmer Road Thomas Cranmer, Archbishop of Canterbury
Foxley Road Family name
Henry Street Family name
Holland Grove Family name
Melbourne Square Lord Melbourne, a family friend
Russell Grove William and John Russell, sons of the sixth 
Duke of Bedford, friends of Lady Holland
Vassall Road Family name
On Brixton Road
Bowhill Terrace Topographical: maps dated 1839 and 1845 show 
'Bow Hill' to the east of Brixton Road on the 
approximate site of the later Chryssell Road
Vassall Place Family name
On Camberwell New Road
Foxley Place Family name
Holland Place Family name
Orchard Place Topographical: the road crossed what had been 
an orchard
On Cowley Road
Wiltshire Place Lord Holland was bom in this county
On Vassall Road
Ampthill Place Ampthill Park, Bedfordshire^was a family 
residence
Winterslow Place Lord Holland was born at Winterslow House, 
Wiltshire
Sourcesi
H.A. Double day, D. Warrand and Lord Howard de Walden (ed). The Complete 
Peerage by G.E.C..6 .(London. 1926),pp.538-45  ^P. Hannay,^The Redoubtable 
Lady HollandHistory Today,23.no.2» (1973) 94; E. Ruff and Co., Map of 
London from actual survey comprehending the various improvements to 1839; 
a further edition dated 1 8 4 5 »
As building on the estate proceeded, the houses being erected clearly 
conformed to no single pattern. In part this reflected the frequent 
division of the frontages among several leaseholders and the wide span of
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development dates, but it also can be seen as a logical function of 
varying plot size and road width. For example, certain of the Brixton Road 
takes of land for single houses extended back as far as Cowley Road, whereas 
the leases for multiples of dwellings in such streets as Normandy Place and 
Russell Grove involved a far smaller area of land per house. (Table 6 :ii A 
and Map 6 ;ii A)
With respect to street widths, a minimum requirement was first stipulated
in 1844, when the Building Act stated that all new roads, with the exception
of mews, were to be at least forty feet wide.^^ However, as the layout of
Lambeth Wick dated primarily from the late I820s, the streets varied from
over fifty feet in the case of Vassall Road to an average of between thirty
three and forty six for most of the remaining roads, the notable
exceptions being Russell Grove and nearby Baker and Henry Streets, where the
buildings were barely thirty feet apart. Thus the residential character
of the estate took the form of a prime frontage along the Brixton Road where
a number of good class terrace dwellings were built, together with certain
detached and semi-detached villas, a few of which included stabling
provision. A similar pattern was repeated along much of Foxley and Vassall
Roads although here, stable accommodation was confined to two mews entries
+2leading off Vassall Road, and a number of compact terraces were also built. 
These were more representative of the estate as a whole, and cougjrised all 
of the remaining frontages with the exception of Baker and Henry Streets, 
where the terraces were very cramped and of the poorest quality. ^
+ 1 Chapter 1, p.27.
+2 One entry was situated between Foxley Road and Camberwell New Road; the 
second, known as Providence Place, was located between Brixton Road and 
Cowley Road.
+3 The above classification is drawn in part from the house classes as 
described in the 1880 Rates. In broad terms these were as 
follows :
A) Brixton Road ; nearly all the houses are rated as 3rd class.
B) Foxley and Vassall Roads ; many 3rd class dwellings but a fair 
number of 2nd class as well.
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The fact that various grades of housing were built thus indicated that 
the social character of the estate was likely to be mixed, and to a great 
extent this assumption is borne out by the census returns. Four groups 
of houses were chosen for detailed analysis, in an attençt to select a 
representative cross section of properties apparently suited to differing 
social classes.
The most substantial comprised residences fronting Brixton and Vassall 
Roads. On the former, a group of houses stretched north from Normandy Place, 
and consisted primarily of detached or semi-detached villas although a few 
smaller terrace houses were also built on the Normandy Place corner. Known 
collectively as Claremont Place, (Map 6 ;iv A) they have since been 
demolished and their site is now occupied by a Council development 
comprising several large blocks of flats. In their time however these villas 
were among the most substantial residences to be built on the estate; they 
included most of those dwellings whose gardens reached back as far as 
Cowley Road, and at least one of them possessed its own coach house. 6 3 )
A second group of slightly less opulent houses was built in Vassall Road, 
namely the eleven detached residences that made up Ampthill Place.^aps 6 :iv A 
6 :v A,1 & 2).Two stories high with semi-basements, these houses were 
generally two windows wide, and all possessed spacious gardens. 6 4 )
+3 cont'd
C) Addison Place,(the original name for the south side of Normandy PI 
Camberwell New Road, Cowley Road, Cranmer Road, Holland Grove,
Russell Grove and Melbourne Square : predominantly 2nd class
dwellings but a number of 3 rd or 1 st class as well.
D) Cancel Road, Normandy Place (northSide) and Chryssell Road ; all 
the dwellings are 2nd class.
E) Henry and Baker Streets : predominantly 1st class houses. (Henry 
Street was then split under two names, the other being Clarendon 
Retreat).
It is interesting to note that the classification of house class in the 
Rate returns differs from that employed under the building regulations. 
While the former gives Class 1 houses as the lowest grade of dwelling, the
reverse is true of the building laws, which state Class 1 to be the
highest grade.
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The usual standard of dwelling on the estate, and the poorest quality of
housing that developed within its bounds, are illustrated respectively
by Cranmer Terrace and Henry Street. The former represented a group of
nine houses fronting the south side of Cranmer Road (Map 6 :iv A) and
although similar to Ampthill Place in basic design, 65) these dwellings
were far less spacious and possessed smaller gardens as a result of their 
(Map 6 :v A, 3)
terrace formation.^However the houses of nearby Henry Street were even 
more cramped, and together with their immediate neighbours in Baker Street 
and Clarendon Retreat they represented the least spacious development that 
was to occur over this area of Lambeth Wick. 6 6 )
The census enumerators' schedules, 1841-1871, clearly indicate that both 
Claremont Place and Ampthill Place attracted a similar class of tenant.
A large number of merchants and professional men made these villas their 
homes, and many households were able to support several servants. In 
general their residential character remained the same with the passage of 
the years, the houses almost exclusively tenanted by single families. In 
Cranmer Terrace to the north, certain of the dwellings were in multiple 
occupation and a common head of family occupation was clerical duties of one 
kind or another. Nevertheless many of these residents also possessed a 
high enough income to employ family servants. These three groups of houses 
stood in strong contrast to Henry Street where a far greater proportion of 
dwellings showed occupation by more than one family, either in the form of 
lodgers and boarders, or as separate and complete households. The 
occupational level of the residents was on average lower than that of 
Cranmer Terrace, with manual trades predominating. (Table 6 :iii A,
Sections 1-4)
Census information can be augmented by local Rate Book entries for the 
purpose of establishing longevity of tenure. A feature common to all the
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four groups of dwellings during the years between 1 8 4 0 and 1 9 0 0 , is that 
nearly every house witnessed a succession of tenants.While this is 
hardly surprising in view of the time span involved, these movements do 
in part reflect the prevailing system of leasehold tenure, which gave 
rise to the renting rather than outright purchase of property among all 
classes. The point of interest here is that if the wide range of head 
of family occupations is taken into consideration, the tenancy changes 
appear to show that mobility extended to the working class as well as the 
middle class residents. In the case of the former, the census returns 
indicate that mobility was in part made possible by the sharing of 
accommodation between working class families, or by a single household 
taking in lodgers and boarders.
Charles Booth's surveys show that the basic middle and working class 
population structure of the estate was to remain largely unaltered as the 
century drew to a close. However, a decline was noted over the relatively 
short period between the first survey in 1 8 8 9 , and the second in 1 9 0 0 , 
this serving to depress the overall residential character of the estate 
by extending its lower limits and contres sing the upper.
By the close of the l880s, Brixton Road alone, south of its junction with 
Vassall Road, catered for the wealthy resident with a household of three 
or more servants, but affluent members of the middle class were to be 
found living along the remaining Brixton Road frontage, as well as the 
Camberwell New Road and much of Vassall Road, (including Ampthill Place. ) 
This was also true of houses in Chryssell Road, Cowley Road, Foxley Road, 
Holland Grove and Melbourne Square, but these streets, together with the 
remaining roads (including Cranmer Road and Henry Street), predominantly 
housed a mixture of working class and lower middle class tenants. 6 ?)
+1 In fact the records could mask greater changes as they occur at 
intervals some nine to ten years apart.
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By 1900, these latter were unaltered with the exception of part of Henry 
Street and nearby Baker Street whose inhabitants were much impoverished; 
in addition, the Brixton Road frontage had been vacated by its wealthy 
residents and while their place had been taken by the well-to-do middle 
classes who still inhabited Ampthill Place, elsewhere on the estate 
affluent middle class residents were fewer in number, and from some roads 
they had disappeared altogether; (for example, Chryssell Road, Cowley 
Road, Holland Grove and the eastern part of Vassall Road. 6 8 )
Thus it can be seen that overall the estate had maintained its character 
for more than half a century, although by 1 9 0 0 indications of the onset of 
deterioration were apparent, particularly with the wealthier residences 
failing to attract their accustomed clientele. Little is known of the 
profitability of the estate after its development for building, and it is 
impossible to estimate whether the undertaking realised Lord Holland's 
expectations, and those of his solicitor and steward, Benjamin Currey.
Lord Holland’s lease expired early in the twentieth century, the estate 
coming by then under the jurisdiction of the Ecclesiastical Commissioners 
rather than the direct control of the Canterbury See. 69) The estate 
plan has been much modified by subsequent redevelopment, and today little 
remains of the integrated and self contained unit which formed this part 
of Lambeth Wick.
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CHAPTER 6  
Part 1
Appendix 1 Notes on the preparation of the Lambeth Wick Estate
In producing this detailed reconstruction of the progress of building on 
the Lambeth Wick estate, certain problems were encountered which did not 
arise in connection with the other three estate areas. They stem from the 
point in time when development actually began, and the paucity of early and 
reliable source material.
Most of the roads comprised initially a series of frequently discontinuous 
terraces, and to know their placement is essential, but as the development 
preceded the era of comprehensive street directories, this had to be achieved 
via a combination of alternative sources, such as contemporary maps, and 
Rate and Census returns. In themselves these sources presented difficulties; 
the map evidence was often unreliable, and the problems of abstracting 
from early and handwritten census returns would require an entire chapter, 
individualistic enumerators being all too common. By pulping old documents 
during World War II, Lambeth Council produced an artificial ten year 
interval for their nineteenth century Rate Books, and as the Rates fall a 
year before the Census, there is usually an interval of nine years without 
documentation. The earliest extant Rates return is that of 1829» and as 
this is vague in its allocation of premises to specific frontages, the early 
years of development are particularly poorly documented. Census schedules 
are only available from 1841, and the Vestry Minutes proved of little use, 
as there appears to be no entry concerning the estate between l8 l6 and 1 8 2 6 , 
and subsequently, from 1 8 2 7 to 1834, there is a gap in the records.
The Lambeth Palace records provided most of the information concerning 
pre-development conditions and building plans, in the form of leases and 
correspondence, and it was found possible to augment this information by
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consulting the original manuscript for the London County Council's 
'Survey of London' at the G.L.C.R.O. which listed in noteform the leases 
that their researcher had discovered. VJhereas the Lambeth Palace leases 
were seen in their original form and included valuable maps of premises 
demised, the notes for the Survey were restricted to lease number, date, 
the name of the leaseholder and designation of premises. Thus they lacked 
both the map evidence and the exact wording of the lease. In addition, 
the two depositories did not always agree about the location of records; 
at the time of consultation the Lambeth Palace cataloguing was somewhat 
haphazard and the Library staff were not always able to locate leases which 
were supposedly deposited at the Palace. The Library has recently 
recatalogued its collection and thus the references given in the footnotes 
to this chapter may now be obsolete, but in the case the old and new systems 
can be tied together, the old reference numbers are given nonetheless.
Unfortunately the viewpoint of the See cannot be counterbalanced by 
commensurately detailed information concerning the Holland family's 
viewpoint, as the family solicitor either destroyed the relevant papers 
as the leases fell in during the twentieth century, or when the family 
subsequently changed to a new firm of legal advisers. All that remains are 
the various letters sent in reply to the Archbishop's queries, and housed 
with the Lambeth Wick correspondence at Lambeth Palace.
Thus the picture has been placed together as best possible, but gaps and 
uncertainties remain which it would appear impossible to remove.
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CHAPTER 6
Part 2
The Westminster Freehold Land Society Estate
In 1 8 5 3  the Westminster Freehold Land Society acquired twenty four acres
of land in Brixton, comprising the southern portion of the manor of
Heathrow bounding on Dulwich Road. Immediate preparations were made to let
the land for building purposes, but over a decade was to elapse before
development got underway. Once,commenced, however, building progress was
rapid, and the greater part of the estate was complete by 1 8 8 0 . A point
of interest concerns the Westminster Society's attitude to development
which differed from that adopted by the British Land Company in framing
+1
regulations for its estate in Hampstead. In general such developments 
housed lower middle or upper working class occupants and accordingly no 
provision was made by the British Land Company for stabling; in contrast, 
the Westminster Society's development included a mews site in what must 
have been a conscious effort to encourage a number of more affluent residents.
The exact extent of the manor of Heathrow is not known, other than it lay
south of Coldharbour Lane and was bounded approximately, on its southern
fringes, by the Effra and Dulwich Roads. Between 1791 and 1 8 0 6 Robert Stone
+2
purchased the manor in several parcels; it was then known as 'Effra Farm', 
the name obviously deriving from the Effra River which ran beside Dulwich 
Road. 2 ) ^  When Robert Stone died in 1 8 2O, he not only left a widow and 
seven children but also a great many debts. In fact, his estate was so 
heavily burdened that his executors refused to act and his affairs were 
finally settled under Chancery supervision by a Private Act of Parliament. 3)
■*■1 Chapter 7, part 2, p,236.
+2 The estate was purchased on the following basis: 29-30 June, 1791; one 
third in two portions; 8-9 September, 1797; one sixth; 13-14 January, 
1 8 0 6 ; one half. J) '
'*’3 This stream frequently overflowed its banks, hence the original name 
for Dulwich Road of 'Water Lane'.
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This authorised his property to be let or sold, some seventy eight acres 
of freehold land in Lambeth comprising the bulk of his estate. 4)
Although disposal began immediately, 5 ) it was not until the 1 8 5OS that the 
Westminster Freehold Land Society acquired the southern portion. It 
appears that two of its officers were responsible for the purchase, as in 
1 8 5 3  the Stone family contracted with Henry Vine and William Pemberton 
for the sale of twenty four acres of land in fee simple, the sum agreed 
upon being £12,000. 6)^ In the Society's rule book a W. Pemberton is
listed as sitting on the Committee, and both names are mentioned in a list 
of building regulations subsequently imposed by the Society. 8)
The Westminster Freehold Land Society was one of the earliest of many such 
organisations that were to blossom during the nineteenth century. 9) Its
if»2
date of formation was l849, 10) and it appears, apparently for the last 
time, in the London Post Office Directory for 1 8 6 6 . Its political 
motivations as outlined in its Book of Rules were common to many early 
societies, for it purchased large amounts of land which were then divided 
and apportioned among its members, 'so as to give a vote for the County' 
by virtue of the land's value. 1 3 )
Probably this was a Liberal Society, as its principal officers and some 
other members of the Board were members of Parliament belonging to the 
Liberal Party. The President, Charles Lushington, held Westminster, and the 
two Vice-Presidents, Charles Hindiey and James Wyld, represented respectively 
Ashton-under-Lyme and Bodmin, (the latter as Liberal/Conservative). George 
Thompson, trustee, represented Tower Hamlets. 14) The Society seems to 
have taken its name from the President's constituency, and its disappearance,
+1 The estate was subject to a tithe commutation rent charge, rights of 
way and a tenancy agreement. 7 )
+2 The Rules of the Society state that it was 'Enrolled under the 6 th and
7th William IV., Cap.32, As The Westminster Benefit Building Society'.11) 
However, it is not mentioned in two subsequent Parliamentary Enquiries 
into Building Societies that were held in 1859 and 1 8 9 2 . 12)
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presumed to have taken place in the late l8 6 0 s, may have resulted from 
vote creation dwindling in importance. 1 5 )
At the time of its purchase by the Society this part of Effra Farm was
probably still held under agricultural tenure, the Tithe Survey of 1842
describing it as arable, meadow and garden ground. (Map 6 :i B) Its
roughly rectangular shape offered no real problems to the developers in
terms of the street plan to be adopted, although existing buildings in the
immediate neighbourhood had to be accommodated. By 1842 the holding was
fringed west and east by two established lines of access leading off
Dulwich Road, namely St Georges Place and Regents Place- (Map 6 :i B) In
fact as the former ran along the western boundary line, the Society had
little option but to utilise this existing frontage when it issued building
proposals for the estate in 1 8 5 5  .I6 ) The plan was divided into three
freehold
hundred and thirty nine^plots, with four internal residential streets and 
a mews cul-de-sac running parallel to Regents Place, while the northern 
boundary, formerly a public footpath, 17) was shown as a peripheral road that 
was later to become part of Railton Road. (Map 6:ii B)
The division of the estate into plots indicates an immediate intention to 
develop the land for building purposes, and a circular issued at this time 
by the Society deals with allotments on the 'Effra Estate', the name 
obviously referring to the original farm out of which land had been 
abstracted. A speedy reply was requested to 'accelerate our allotting the 
Estate,' 1 8 ) but despite the Society's initiative, building was far from 
immediate. Some leases have survived, for property since demolished, which 
show that certain plots were not disposed of until the mid l8 6 0 s, and even 
where earlier purchase did occur, more than ten years might elapse between 
acquisition and building. (Table 6 :ii B) Only in 1 8 6 2  did the Society 
approach the Metropolitan Board of Works with the drainage problems posed 
by the Effra River, and two years later, the Board was again in correspondence 
with the Society, this time in connection with the formation and naming of
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four roads leading out of the Dulwich Road, which had been done without 
the approval of the Board, the streets being less than the required forty 
feet in width. 19)  ^ Some nine years had thus elapsed between the Society 
issuing a development plan and laying down the estate roads.
The reasons behind this delay are impossible to state with certainty but
the most positive indication comes from a Building Societies Almanack for
1 8 5 5 1 the year the Westminster Freehold Land Society was contemplating the
onset of development. The effect of the Crimean war on Friendly Societies
was summed up: taxation had increased, food prices risen and manufacturing
had also suffered from a cutback in expenditure. Thus the funds of the
societies had declined due to the inability of their members to continue
their contributions. 21)
'Freehold Land Societies have been subjected 
to a further injurious influence from the 
stoppage of building occasioned by the high 
price of materials, and the great increase in
the rate of discount.' 22)
Subsequently for London as a whole, building experienced an upswing between
the years 1 8 5 6 and 1 8 6 8 , 2 3 ) and thus the generally recessive influences
imposed by the Crimean situation must have been overcome. However, this
does not preclude the possibility that for the land societies, which were
a small section of the building industry, recovery was postponed owing to
their particular circumstances and methods of finance.
Once development had begun, however, its progress was rapid. Most of the 
builders were local men who frequently gave an address belonging to the 
estate; either they were occupying one of the houses, or else they had no 
place of business, and were working direct from the premises that they were
■*'1 Despite infringing current building regulations the Society was not 
required to modify the street plan, as together with Effra Parade, 
Chaucer, Spencer, Shakespeare and Milton Roads are all thirty five feet 
in width.
^2 Railton Road was not formed until l8?1. A map of the area dated 1869-70 
shows the eastern end of the estate roads as terminating in open 
fields. 2 0 )
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building. (Table 6 :iii B) The greater part of the estate was complete
by 1 8 8 0  (Table 6 :i B) and as early as November 18?1, the paving of Chaucer,
Milton, Shakespeare and Spencer Roads was discussed by Lambeth Vestry.
Although the road frontages were not yet complete, the work was authorised
and carried out in the following year by the local authority, 24) but
the cost was borne by the householders on the estate, as stipulated in the
Society's regulations.
'All the allottees will be required to bear and 
pay a proportionate share of the future expenses
of repairing and maintaining the various roads, ... 
until they are taken possession of by the Parish; ... 
the proportionate share is to be calculated according 
to the cost of each allotment.' 26)
Once built the houses were frequently individually named, or numbered as
forming part of a terrace. This could represent a builder or occupier's
attempt to enhance the social aspirations of the area, but most likely it
was simply a means of identifying dwellings, as sequential numbering was
impossible before a frontage was complete. Certainly the road names chosen
by the Society were unpretentious, and largely relied on a simple common
literary theme.
In addition to clarifying the householders' responsibilities with respect 
to street paving, the Society stipulated several other conditions to 
regulate the course and character of the estate's development. There were 
the usual restrictions excluding public houses and beer shops and in addition,
+ 1 Shakespeare Road was eventually extended over Railton Road to run 
northwards as far as Coldharbour Lane. The 18?1 paving order must 
however relate exclusively to that part of the road on the Westminster 
Society's estate,as this northwards extension does not appear on a map 
of the area also dated 18?1* 25)
"*"2 Dulwich and Railton Roads, as important parish communications, were 
probably named by the Vestry and not the Land Society. As St Georges 
Place was in existence prior to the onset of building on the 
Westminster's estate, the Society had little option but to adopt the 
name; however the road was subsequently rechristened 'Effra Parade', 
thereby serving to perpetuate the name of the original holding.
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the erection of both public and parochial schools was forbidden. 2?) 
Building restrictions were prescribed for most of the estate roads, 
stipulating the value, size and type of house to be erected, 
but as development proceeded, certain of these regulations were
evidently modified, resulting in the building of a slightly larger number 
of houses than was originally intended.
Table: Regulation of building
ROADS A B C D*
House value £300 each at least
Description Semi-detached and not less than 6 rooms each, exclusive 
• of offices
Regulations (1) To be built leaving an open space of not less than 
five feet between the external wall of the house and 
centre of party or garden wall or fence; except on 
Road A where the space shall be not less than eight 
feet.
(2) Owner on completion of building will erect a dwarf 
wall with coping and fix an iron palisade fence 
thereon the whole length of the house frontage 
adjoining the footpath.
(5) Houses to be erected neither more nor less than twenty 
feet from footpath.
(4) No shops or any public business to be carried on in 
these roads.
WATER LANE 
later Dulwich 
Road
House value £ 3 0 0  each at least
Description Semi-detached auid not less them 6 rooms each, exclusive 
of offices
Regulations (1) To be built leaving an open space of not less than 
eight feet between the external wall of the house 
and centre of party or garden wall or fence.
1
(2) Owner on completion of building will erect a dwarf 
wall with coping and fix an iron palisade fence 
thereon the whole length of the house frontage 
adjoining the footpath.
(3) Houses to be built neither more nor less than twenty 
five feet from the pathway.
(If) No shops or any public business to be carried on 
in this road.
(5 ) The owner of more than one allottment can build a 
house in the centre of such allottments.
2 0 8
ST GEORGES PLACE 
later Effra 
Parade
House value £300 each at least
Description Not less than 6 rooms each
Regulations (1) Houses to be built neither more nor less than three
feet six inches from the footpath.
THE MEWS 
stable and 
coach house 
accommodation
Regulations (1) Prior to building stables or coach houses a wall
must be erected adjoining the allotments in Road D, 
(Milton Road), of a corresponding height with the 
intended building, in which no light or opening of 
any kind will be allowed.
(2) The stables and coach houses must be built of brick, 
stone or iron.
Sourcei Minet Library, Lambeth, The Westminster Freehold Land Society, 
Effra Estate Restrictions, (London, 1855)»
Notes
1 * Chaucer, Spencer, Shakespeare and Milton Roads are not referred to by
name in the list of building restrictions, but it is assumed that they 
are represented by the roads described as A, B, C and D.
2 No building regulations are given for the Railton Road frontage.
For example, it is probable that the Society did not intend to encourage 
development along the Railton Road frontage. The road did not appear in 
the building regulations for the estate, and the long, narrow configuration 
of the bordering plots indicates that the houses were designed to face 
the internal roads rather than this fringing communication.(Map 6 :ii B) 
Nonetheless, a certain amount of building had been permitted to occur by 
the close of the century. (Table 6 :i B) In addition, several terrace 
groups of houses were eventually built along Chaucer, Milton, Spencer, 
Shsdcespeare and Dulwich Roads, despite the initial semi-detached regulation 
prescribed their dwellings. (Table^ p.207) ' Thus with the exception of 
Effra Parade, the south side of Spencer Road and certain stretches of 
Dulwich Road, the total houses on a given frontage came to exceed the
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figure stipulated by the I8 5 5  plot divisions. (Table 6:i B)
In most cases however, the number of additional dwellings was small. As a 
result, although the development assumed a sli^tly less spacious aspect 
than was originally intended, it managed largely to preserve the basic 
character which the Society had sought to promote by its building 
regulations. (Table^pp,207-8) These divided the estate roads into three 
categories. Effra Parade was clearly designed to represent the lowest class 
of dwelling on the estate,as a far higher degree of plot subdivision was 
provided for here by comparison with the other internal roads. The houses 
were designed virtually to front onto the pavement; there were no 
regulations forbidding the erection of shops and other business establishments 
which were specifically excluded from the remaining streets, and a continuous 
terrace of fifty eight houses was eventually erected. An 'average' class of 
dwelling for the estate was planned in Chaucer, Milton, Shakespeare and 
Spencer Roads. Here development took the form of terraces or semi-detached 
dwellings, and although all four roads were less than the prescribed forty 
feet in width, a cramped layout was largely avoided by the provision of both 
front and rear garden space. A number of the carriage class were also 
clearly intended to be accommodated, as not only were stables and coach 
houses to be provided in the mews cul-de-sac, but the regulations governing 
house building along the remaining frontage in Dulwich Road were obviously 
an attempt to encourage a better class of dwelling; for example, by stating 
that a single house was permitted to extend over more than one plot.
Althou^ this option was never exercised, a number of large detached and 
semi-detached residences flanked by smaller terrace houses were eventually 
built along the central part of this frontage. (Map 6:iii B)
+1 Of a total of 59 premises eventually erected in Effra Parade, 5 8
fronted onto the road itself; number 1 6a comprised a building at the 
rear of number 1 6 , and thus both premises only involved a single plot.
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In broad terms the 18 71 census return for the estate shows that the
occupational level for heads of family in the various streets generally
accorded with these three standards of building. (Table 6:iv B,
Sections 1-3) Although the houses of Effra Parade were among the least
spacious to be built on the estate, many were subdivided among two or
more families, some of whom in addition possessed lodgers and boarders.
Manual occupations predominated here and if taken in conjunction with the
servant category which included gardeners, accounted for just over three
quarters of the total head of family occupations. For the four inner
roads of Chaucer, Milton, Shakespeare and Spencer, a slightly higher
overall occupational status was recorded. Manual work still represented
the largest single occupational category, but the proportion was reduced
collared with Effra Parade, and clerical duties accounted for approximately
1twenty percent of family employment. A number of professional and 
independent residents were also enumerated, but the highest proportion of 
inhabitants drawn from these categories was to be found among the Dulwich 
Road residents; in particular, among the occupants of the more opulent 
houses along this frontage.
Subsequently the rating valuations show that the majority of houses 
experienced several changes of tenant (in common with Lambeth Wick to the 
north); however, at the close of the century the three residential 
groupings of I87I were still clearly in evidence. Booth noted that the 
Dulwich Road gave the estate a solidly respectable and well-to-do middle 
class frontage, while the continuous terrace of Effra Parade housed a 
working class population, some of whom were irregularly or casually 
employed. Chaucer, Milton, Railton, Shakespeare and Spencer Roads 
all represented zones of working class tenancy, but housed a large
+1 In Shakespeare Road, the percentage of heads of family in clerical 
and manual work was the same.
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percentage of lower middle class residents as well, and with the 
exception of Railton, they also possessed a small number of well-to-do 
middle class inhabitants. This continuity of development character 
indicates a sustained demand for this type of housing in this particular 
area; however, a fourth and undesirable category of resident had now 
come into being, as there resided in the mews cul-de-sac an 
impoverished class of tenant, presumably either in stabling accommodation 
converted to human use or above existing coach houses. 28) Whether 
this had grown out of an insufficient demand for carriage space or a 
decline in its use, is impossible to say.
i
With the exception of this deterioration however, the estate can be seen 
as having generally fulfilled the original intentions of the Land Society. 
Furthermore, once the basic character of the development had been planned, 
it was maintained in subsequent building over some forty years, with 
little sign of significant alteration. Such continuity owes nothing to 
the Society's intervention, however, as the plots had been sold freehold, 
and must derive from other aspects such as the size and style of the 
houses erected.
CHAPTER 7 2 1 2
TWO CAMDEN ESTATES 
Part 1 - The Maryon Wilson Estate
The Maryon Wilson family owned the manor of Hampstead, and as such, they
represented the largest single lando^vning interest within the parish
one hundred and ten 
bounds. Development over this^acre portion of their estate bordered by
the Finchley and Priory Roads was to prove protracted, for although building
began during the l8?0s, as late as IpOO certain frontages were still
incomplete. The point at which development occurred is of particular
interest here. Building was delayed by tenurial constraints, and while the
9th Baronet, Sir John Maryon Wilson, was responsible for initiating
development, it is necessary to refer back to the actions of the previous
owner. Sir Thomas, to understand the timing and the mechanisms involved.
When Sir Thomas succeeded to the Han^stead estate he did so under his 
father's will which made him tenant for life of the estate in tail male, 
with remainders over to his brother, and his sons, if any. Powers to grant 
leases of no more than twenty one years duration were thus conferred.
This was an almost standard form of settlement among landed families, and 
usually the inheritor could side step the problems of short lease length 
by obtaining an Act of Parliament, or alternatively, by joining with an 
elder son, once he came of age, to break the entail. 1 ) The land could 
then be demised for building purposes under the more usual terras of a 
ninety nine year agreement. Unfortunately, Sir Thomas failed on both 
accounts; firstly to obtain his Act of Parliament albeit that this was an 
unprecedented occurrence, and secondly, because he remained a batchelor 
all his life. 2)
F.M.L. Thompson has expressed the view that Sir Thomas was victimised by 
powerful forces, in the form of local gentry who had no desire for their 
attractive neighbourhood to be 'blighted' by adjacent building speculations.
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Unfortunately Sir Thomas provided his opponents with an invaluable
weapon which they subsequently exploited to the full; his estate bills
seemed to affect the rights and properties of the copyholders and through
them to threaten the common land of the manor, the largest area of which
was known as Hang)stead Heath. 3) In his first attempt to obtain an
estate act in 1829, Sir Thomas unwisely requested building powers not
only for the freehold lands but for the waste or common land as well, U)
and immediately the cry went up that under the guise of an estate bill
he was in fact seeking to enclose the Heath.
'Once raised, it was never forgotten.
Whether or not it was justified by 
the actual provisions of this or any 
subsequent bill the public was not 
competent to decide, and did not care to 
inquire too closely. But on the 
principle that there could be no smoke 
without a fire the public were inclined 
to believe the repeated accusation; and 
for the next forty years all those who 
wished to thwart Sir Thomas, either from 
genuine apprehensions or from selfish 
interests, had but to repeat the cry and 
he was brought to a halt.' 5)
However, there is reason to believe that in his subsequent attempts to
obtain general building powers over his Hampstead estate, Sir Thomas
abandoned the idea of including the Heath within their scope.
'As far as can be judged he was completely 
sincere in his repeated disclaimers of any 
intention to do a building damage to the 
Heath as properly defined and bounded, and 
his lawyers were equally honest in their 
statements that as a matter of law nothing 
in any of the Wilson estate bills could 
possibly confer any power to build upon 
the Heath.' 6)
Nevertheless the power of the local lobby and the growing popularity 
of the Heath among Londoners as a recreational space, were to combine
o 14
to produce defeat after defeat in Parliament,
The provisions of the 1829 bill naturally included the estate area
west of Finchley Road, part of which forms the subject of this
detailed study. Consisting of seven fields of varying size
"^ 2and. shape (Map 7:iA) these formed part of the larger Manor Farm which
had been cut in two by the passage of the Finchley Road during the latter
part of the 1820s. Sir Thomas and his father before him had opposed the
building of this line of highway, maintaining that the farm was not then
suitable for building purposes and that the road would do considerable
damage to its agricultural potential. 9) However the road was built
despite their protests, and by conferring a degree of building potential
upon the land it traversed^it clearly altered the economic circumstances
of the estate, which the 1829 bill duly acknowledged;
'part of the said freehold lands and hereditaments 
in the Parish of St John Han^stead are eligibly 
suited for building on and the more especially as 
a new Turnpike Road is now making through a part 
of the said lands*. 10)
Sir Thomas made a second attempt in 1830 to obtain the powers he sought
but he met with no success, and an interval of thirteen years was to elapse
before the subject was again before Parliament in 1843. Once more this
proved to be an abortive venture, as did the fourth attempt made in the
+1 F.M.L. Thompson's viewpoint has been criticised in a recent article
by C.W. Ikin, who believes that Thompson has presented the Maryon 
Wilson point of view too favourably, in reaction to what has gone 
before. In particular, those who opposed Sir Thomas are, in C.W.Ikin's 
view, dealt with too seveiçly, while Sir Thomas's intentions with 
respect to developing the Heath appear more obscure than F.M.L. Thompson 
would have us believe. While it is true that no one can state with 
certainty exactly what Sir Thomas intended, even C.W.Ikin agrees that 
Sir Thomas has been misrepresented in the past. 7) Powerful forces were 
ranged against him, and perhaps the most important aspect of the affair 
is not the self-interest of the various protagonists at the outset but 
the way in which the whole îfetropolis, if not the nation, became involved 
with the emerging idea of 'conservation', beneficial to the
Metropolis as a whole.
f2 The entire holding was also known as Hall Oak Farm, 8) while the Hanpstead
Vestry Minutes sometimes referred to the area between Finchley and
Priory Roads as 'Britannia Fields'.
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following year; tiring of the whole affair. Sir Thomas sought the powers 
to dispose of his Haicpstead estate and lay out the money so raised in the 
purchase of other property. This met with powerful opposition, as the 
new owner would have been at liberty to develop the estate as building 
land; exactly the condition that certain of Sir Thomas's neighbours were 
seeking to prevent. 11)
The next three requests for building powers followed sequentially in 
1853, 1854 and 1855 but were again rejected by Parliament, who also denied 
Sir Thomas's final attempts to obtain an estate act in 1865 and 1866. 12)
+1 After 1853,Sir Thomas reduced the area over which he sought building 
powers to the lands bordering Finchley Road. However, the following 
verse which appeared in 'Punch' during 1853 illustrates the prejudice 
that existed against Sir Thomas, whose estate bills were still clearly 
viewed as attempted enclosure measures.
THE WITCHES ON HAMPSTEAD HEATH.
Solo. SIR TH-M-S W-L-S-N.
Chorus. ECS LEGAL ADVISERS.
AIR - "Let's Have a Dance." Music in MACBETH.
'I'll build and plant on Hampstead Heath,
To gain more land by Daddy's death;
Four times I've tried this trick to do.
Having his wishes not in view;
And so I'll break ray Father's Will,
By smuggling through the Lords a Bill,
While some new law 'bout trade or crime 
Absorbs the Woolsack's thought and time - 
Four times I hoped each pond and tree 
Enclosed, enclosed, enclosed to see - 
Yet thither the British Public comes.
And townsfolk, 'scaped from smoky slums.
Four times I sought, from fern and furze.
To bar the children, maids^and curs.
But now success I hope to meet.
And dance to the hisses at my feat:
At an indignant people's voice.
Whilst you may grumble, we'll rejoice.
And nimbly, nimbly dance with nil 
To check us in my Father's Will. ' 13)
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In fact. Sir Thomas was never to realise the building potential of his
estate, for he died soon after, in May of 1869. He was succeeded by his
brother John, and all would appear to have been set fair for the onset of
development, as the new holder of the Hampstead estate had a son, Spencer,
aged forty one years, with whom he could join to break the entail. 14)
However, a father and son dispute was to delay building operations for
five years, and it was only in 1873 with the signing of a formal treaty
between Sir John and Spencer, that preparations for development were able
to get underway. 15)
'This concordat provided that Sir John would 
permit Spencer to take possession of specified 
parts of the Hampstead estate in order to turn them into
building properties, guaranteeing his father a minimum 
rent of £5 an acre all the time so that at no point 
should he suffer a drop in income; that Spencer would 
provide all the money needed for making plans, roads, 
and sewers, and for paying agents;'. 16)
Other financial aspects were also covered and it was subsequently agreed
that Spencer could draw on the family's capital funds for road expenses.
18) Accordingly, building began over certain parts of the estate during
the next few years, including that area west of Finchley Road.
Nearly half a century had elapsed since Sir Thomas's first attempt to break 
the entail on his estate, and throughout the subsequent period the property 
had remained as open fields and heathland. However, can this delay in 
initiating development be solely attributable to Sir Thomas' inability to 
grant leases for more than twenty one years duration, or to sell plots 
outright? It can be argued that he could have developed the land himself, 
using his own capital; a rare occurrence, but not an unprecedented one.
+ 1 These were from the sale of the manorial rights in the Heath (after 
Sir Thomas ' death, the Maryon Wilsons sold a large area of the Heath 
to the Metropolitan Board of Works in 1871 ), and from copyhold 
enfranchisements. 1 7 )
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F.M.L. Thompson writes:
'No doubt the main reason that Sir Thomas apparently 
never even contemplated such an activity was one 
of temperament : a feeling that he ought to be 
granted his rights as every other incapacitated 
landowner was, and an aversion to being con^elled 
against his will to suffer the worry and bother 
of conducting business affairs and taking risks.' |9)
The delay could also indicate that Sir Thomas had sufficient income without
requiring the extra that would accrue from building in Hançstead, and it
has further been suggested that even had the land been freely available,
it might well have enjoyed only a limited success in attracting early
building speculation. 20)
Whatever importance may be attached to this latter observation, it can
certainly be argued that by the late l8?0s, this Finchley Road estate was
possibly at the best point in its history for initiating development, as
it then stood on the fringes of the contemporary building frontier. In
fact problems were beginning to arise as a result of this open land being
hemmed in by housing along its southern margin. In I876 the estate agreed
to contribute to the cost of building new sewers across the fields in '
order to 'obviate the alleged nuisance' of the open ditches then existing,
21 ) and in the following year the local Vestry decided that measures to
improve the surface drainage were called for.
'during the late heavy rains, couçlaints had reached 
him (the Vestry Surveyor) of floodings to certain 
houses and premises situate in the Belsize Road, 
caused by the surface waters from the Britannia 
Fields, the overflow from certain cattle-ponds situate 
therein, and from the habit of occupiers of the houses 
in Belsize Road allowing their servants to throw 
garden and other refuse over the walls into the 
fields, thereby stopping up the inlets to sewers.' 22)
In fact, the poor drainage of this area is indicated by the name of one 
of the fields next to Belsize Road - Watery Mead. (Map 7:iA) However, the 
Vestry's representation followed after the release of the main estate area 
for building, and this probably saved the Maryon Wilson family from the 
expense of a drainage scheme that would almost certainly have needed
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remodelling once building got underway.
The mechanisms of development on the estate followed a familiar pattern. 
Agreements for blocks or takes of land were made with various builders,
(Map 7;iv A) and on completion of the houses, their leases were either 
granted direct to their developer, or to the persons to whom they sold.
The agreements carried all the usual restrictive covenants; maintenance 
was provided for both internally and externally, and the premises were 
to be used only as residences. The conversion or use of the buildings
as a 'shop warehouse or other place for carrying on any trade business or 
manufacture' was forbidden without the ground landlord's consent. Probably 
few if any freeholds were disposed of within the main body of the estate,
23) although it appears the Priory Road frontage, the first to come onto 
the market, was divided into freehold plots. (Map 7:ii A) Most of the 
builders involved in the development were local men; indeed several 
appear to have moved residence or place of work onto or nearby the estate 
itself. (Table 7:ii A) Two names predominate, James Tomblin and Ernest 
Estcourt, but over the forty five takes of land into which the estate was 
divided, it is probable that no single builder exercised overall control.
The basic framework of the estate, that is its roads, was funded by the 
Maryon Wilson family, but all plans needed the approval of both the local 
Vestry and the Metropolitan Board of Works. No attempt was made to provide 
a complete road system prior to the onset of building; streets were extended 
and new ones added over a nineteen year period. This, together with the 
fact that certain frontages remained open ground long after the road in 
question had been laid out, meant that the estate experienced a protracted 
period of development that was to extend well into the twentieth century.
+1 Professor Thompson states that a builder named Robert leo was most
inqportant in the development of this area of the Maryon Wilson estate, 
but the District Surveyors' Returns do not appear to substantiate 
this. 24)
219
In planning the street layout, the question of existing rights of way 
across the estate had to be dealt with. The Tithe Survey of 1839 shows that 
the seven fields were crossed by several public footpaths, and the Vestry's 
permission was required before they could be diverted or stopped up.
(Map ?:iA) In fact, with two exceptions, neither the existence of these 
rights of way nor the alignment of the field boundaries was to influence 
subsequent building. Fairhazel Gardens was laid out partially along the 
line of a north west/south east footpath and Priory Road, which was the 
first street to be built, was formed by straightening out a right of way 
along the estate's western boundary. Originally called Canfield Road, 
its building, beginning in 18?4, was the result of an agreement between 
the adjoining landowners525) otherwise the roads were to follow the margins 
of the property or form east-west lines across the estate. The land sloped 
quite steeply from Finchley Road down to Fairhazel Gardens and the roads 
ran pretty well straight downhill, to curve round on the lower ground to 
intersect the Priory Road frontage. Continued co-operation between the 
adjoining landowners is evident here, as several lines of east-west roads 
were eventually formed linking Finchley Road and West End Lane, with 
Priory Road representing the boundary line between the Powell-Cotton estate 
to the west and the Maryon Wilson land to the east.
Work on the first road on the estate proceeded well, as in 1875 the Maryon 
Wilson estate issued a plan offering sixteen freehold plots for sale along 
its Priory Road frontage, the plots divided by five roads, designed to 
run eastwards across the estate. (Map 7:ii A) However, their alignment 
is not the same as that followed by subsequent development; five roads 
were eventually built but in general more truly east-west than was shown 
on this original map. The following year saw all the Maryon Wilson land 
in Hampstead up for sale, (Map 7:iii A) and although three new roads were
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projected for this area of the estate, plans for the extreme north­
west corner were evidently under reconsideration. Of the Priory Road 
plots, it seems that numbers 1-13 had already been sold, while numbers 
14-16 were omitted from the plan^together with the most northerly of the 
dividing roads, (although their alignment was preserved). In fact, this 
frontage was not completed until 1900. (Table 7:i A)
The second road to be built followed the line of the southern boundary of 
the estate. In 1877, Goldhurst Terrace was sanctioned as far east as 
Fairhazel Gardens, and 1878 saw the authorisation of its completion from 
Fairhazel Gardens to Priory Road. 26) ^ Limited stabling accommodation
was provided immediately to the south in Coleridge Mews and the first leases 
for the estate were gremted in I879, representing takes 1, 2 and 3, which 
fronted Goldhurst Terrace on either side of Fairhazel Gardens. 27)
(Map 7:iv A) Now development was underway, the estate obtained Vestry 
approval in 188O to divert and close the remaining footpaths crossing the 
fields. ^
+1 The first was on the line of the later Fairhazel Gardens, but its
northern extent as projected here never materialised, as the land was 
eventually purchased by the Railway Company. The second represented 
the eventual line of Goldhurst Terrace east of Fairhazel Gardens, and 
the third ran parallel to and north of the second, but was eventually 
realigned to run more truly east-westjin the form of Greencroft Gardens.
+2 It would appear that these three plots were subsequently represented by 
takes 28 and 26 on either side of Broadhurst Gardens. (Map 7:i? A)
+3 At the time of its formation this street was apparently named Goldhurst
Road, but soon after, this was altered to Goldhurst Terrace. Both 
descriptions however continue to appear in contemporary sources until 
the close of the century, and in addition, the road is sometimes split 
into 'east' and ’west’ sections, depending on which side of Fairhazel 
Gardens was under discussion.
+4 It was intended to convert the path from Belsize Road north west across
the estate into a continuation of Fairhazel Gardens, while that from
Finchley Road eastwards was to be diverted into the line of Goldhurst 
Terrace and Broadhurst Gardens. 28) While the Vestry raised no 
objections, in fact the plans for Fairhazel and Broadhurst Gardens had 
yet to receive official sanction.
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1881 saw the plans for a further three roads approved by the Metropolitan
Board of Works, namely Broadhurst, Canfield and Fairhazel Gardens. 29)
Broadhurst Gardens linked Priory and Finchley Roads and in running along
the northern boundary of the estate, completed its framework; Canfield
Gardens, laid down to an intermediate point between Finchley Road and
Fairhazel Gardens formed the estate’s first internal feeder; and Fairhazel
Gardens, in being continued north to Broadhurst Gardens from Goldhurst
Terrace, provided a cross link as well as an axis for subsequent east- 
+2west roads.
Over the succeeding decade the internal road network was slowly filled in, 
beginning with east of Fairhazel Gardens. Here the road plan was provided 
for in its entirety during 1884 and 1885, with approval for the extension 
of Canfield Gardens and the building of Compayne and Greencroft Gardens 
as far west as Fairhazel; 32) ^ in addition, a second small mews, Canfield 
Place, was provided, with exits into both Canfield Gardens and Broadhurst
+1 Originally a short length of road named Gips(e)y Lane ran from West End 
Lane to the northwestern corner of the Maryon Wilson estate, later the 
site of the junction of Broadhurst Gardens and Priory Road. This Lane 
was apparently absorbed by the building of the railway line to West 
Hampstead and the erection of station buildings, as in March of 1882 
the Hampstead Vestry reported that the Metropolitan and St Johns Wood 
Railway Ccxnpany were to link West End Lane with Broadhurst Gardens 
(referred to as Broadhurst Terrace) as far as it had been built on the 
Maryon Wilson estate, namely to the junction with Priory Road. 
Originally known by the old name of Gips(e)y Lane, this short link 
road was later renamed and renumbered in continuation of Broadhurst 
Gardens. 30)
+2 Fairhazel Gardens represented a continuation of a street leading off 
Belsize Road, known as North End Road, and this was the name initially 
adopted when the road was extended across the Maryon Wilson property. 
The description was altered to Fairhazel Gardens in 1884. 31)
+3 Both Compayne and Greencroft were originally known as 'Road' but their 
naimes were changed to 'Gardens' soon after their building was 
sanctioned by the Metropolitan Board of Works. 33)
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Gardens. At this date the only roads sanctioned to the east, linking 
Priory Road and Fairhazel Gardens were the north and south marginal roads 
(Broadhurst Gardens and Goldhurst Terrace), and a continuation of Canfield 
Gardens. The route of the latter was approved in 1884 but an interval of 
more than five years was to elapse before Compayne and Greencroft Gardens 
were planned to extend to Priory Road, and only in 1892 did the Vestry 
sanction the final road to cross the estate, namely Aberdare Gardens. 34)
The naming of seme of the roads presents problems, the most serious of 
which concerns the Priory Road frontage. It would appear that this was 
developed as planned with the short dividing roads to separate a series of 
plots. As a result, a local Directory for 1885-I886 lists five streets 
leading off Priory onto the Maryon Wilson estate, namely Broadhurst, 
Fairhazel, Canfield, Westcroft and Goldhurst. 35) Of these the first, 
third and fifth represented roads that had been sanctioned to extend across 
the entire width of the estate, but Fairhazel and Westcroft were simply 
short lengths bounding Priory Road takes, and unlike the three former 
roads, these two were subsequently to change their names. Confusion arose 
from the fact that in l884 the north-south cross route officially received 
its name of Fairhazel Gardens, and yet a year later this unrelated short 
stretch of road off Priory was also known as Fairhazel! The Directory 
thus gives a double entry for Fairhazel which again appears in the 1888- 
1889 Edition^together with the Westcroft offshoot. 36) It was only the 
respective extensions of Compayne and Greencroft Gardens to Priory Road 
which eventually rendered both obsolete; an official note of the change of 
name from Fairhazel Gardens, Priory Road to Compayne Gardens occurs in the 
Hampstead Vestry Minutes for December 189I. 37)
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Despite beginning the development during a period of general increase in
metropolitan building activity, expansion over the estate was a
protracted experience, (Table A) and again, the separate letting of
the Priory Road frontage was to influence matters. Initially building
activity was concentrated east of Fairhazel Gardens, where it generally
progressed downhill from Finchley Road, but a few early houses were also
built fronting onto the short streets that separated the Priory Road
plots. ^  These dwellings were joined to the main body of the estate with
the continuation of a street from east of Fairhazel to join Priory Road
offshoot. Althou^ such extension was frequently followed by development
on land adjacent to the Priory Road takes, the general pattern of building
in Broadhurst Gardens, Compayne Gardens and Goldhurst Terrace between
Fairhazel Gardens and Priory Road was to continue its established westwards
progression. However, the trend was reversed in the case of Canfield,
Greencroft and Aberdare Gardens where development moved from the margins of
the estate towards the interior. 33) Building progressed steadily along
the various frontages west of Fairhazel Gardens with the exception of
Goldhurst Terrace; although this was the first cross estate communication
to be authorised, two dwellings adjacent to Priory Road remained for over
fifteen jeara as isolated outliers, and the final dwellings to be completed
were
on the estate during the second decade of the twentieth centuryj^ on plots 44 
ani 45) fronting the south side of the Terrace.
(Map ?:iv A and Table 7:iA)
+1 Chapter 4, Table,p.l31.
+2 The exception to this was Broadhurst Gardens. As previously indicated, 
building at this extreme northwestern comer of the estate was 
delayedjWith the northern frentage only completed by 1394, and the 
southern some ten years later, in 1905. (Table 7:i A)
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As building progressed along the several frontages, the question of road
maintenance became a pressing one. Although the estate laid down the
streets, these were left in a sandy and unpaved condition whilst building
work was carried out, and during this period they remained the estate's
responsibility. The usual practice was for the Vestry to 'take on' roads
once a sufficient number of houses had been built to justify their assuming
parish highway status; in other words the roads could be regarded as of
general public use rather than merely serving the needs of a small number
of residents. Usually the local inhabitants would contact the Vestry
requesting that a certain length of road be 'made up*, and if the Vestry
agreed, an estimate of the expenses to be incurred was prepared and
or the
apportioned between the frontages concerned. Either the builder^ occupier 
or the estate itself could be liable for the cost - the builder if he still
retained the lease of the property; the occupier if he held the building
lease; and the estate in the rare instance when a length of road fronting 
an open and unlet portion of ground was made up.
Once sufficient money had been collected the paving work began, and
subsequent to its conç)letion the road came under the care of the Vestry and 
ceased to be the estate's responsibility. (Table 7:iii A)
However, the experience of some residents showed that living on a partially 
completed estate could cause problems. Early residents of a frontage 
which was still being built must have been annoyed by the poor road 
conditions then prevailing, a feeling little assuaged by the knowledge that 
in general, an uncertain number of residences would need to be confie ted 
before the Vestry would take any action. Occasionally a builder would ask 
for a length of road to be made up, presumably to expedite letting or reduce 
inconvenience to the owners of properties already occupied. 39) However, 
many unsuccessful paving applications were made; for exair^ le, if a resident 
complained to the Vestry about a length of street under estate jurisdiction
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the Vestry was only empowered to recommend that the problem be carried to 
the estate's managing agents. 40) Thus liability for an injury due to a 
cab accident in Broadhurst Gardens, presumably attributable to road 
conditions, was dismissed by the Vestry, as the accident occurred in the 
private part of the street. 41) Likewise the Vestry was unable to provide 
simple services such as snow clearance for private lengths of road; such 
a query was raised in March of 1892 regarding a length of road in Corapayne 
Gardens where paving works had been scheduled but not yet completed, the 
road being thus technically still an estate responsibility. 42) Such 
problems were inevitable on estates such as this, where building was 
protracted; Table ?:iv A gives a résumé for Canfield Gardens, and 
illustrates many of these and other difficulties encountered by residents 
when presenting paving applications.
The onset of paving works in the majority of cases thus indicated either 
a built-up road or frontage, or at least one with only a few gaps. 
Exceptions are noteworthy. For example, in 1 8 9 8 the remaining private 
part of Goldhurst Terrace west of Fairhazel Gardens was ordered to be 
paved, before the majority of houses had been completed. 43) Earlier, 
in 1 8 9 1 i similar action had been taken for that part of Broadhurst 
Gardens, between Fairhazel Gardens and Priory Road. In November, the 
Vestry read letters complaining of the 'wet, unsafe and unhealthy 
condition' of this road, together with a memorandum signed by some one 
hundred and fifty ratepayers and local residents, urging the Vestry to 
enforce its making up. Despite limited housing development, this was 
done. 44) It is possible that the Vestry's decision was influenced 
by the road's acting as an important link between West End Lane and 
Finchley Road; through traffic might well have been contributing to 
its unsatisfactory condition, and persons other than residents of the 
estate would have been at risk.
As well as providing an important link, Broadhurst Gardens separated the
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main body of housing on the estate from the railway land along its
northern boundary. The Metropolitan and St Johns Wood Railway Company
opened its West Hanç)stead station in 1879, and although the northern
frontage of Broadhurst Gardens took many years to complete, this feature
was common to several of the estate roads and no delay directly attributable
to the proximity of these lines can be established. A subsequent and more
serious disruption occurred at the close of the century when the Great
Central Railway acquired land along this northern Broadhurst frontage
as part of an extension route to its Marylebone terminus, the lines running
parallel to but south of the Metropolitan Railway's tracks. Some
demolition was necessary at the Finchley Road end of Broadhurst Gardens;
here several houses and part of Canfield Place were removed to make way
for the tracks, which then ran underground for the remainder of the route
to Marylebone. (Map ?;iv A) The agents for the line had first contacted
the Hanpstead Vestry in November, 1890, and the Works Committee was
ordered to ascertain the best means of protecting Hanpstead's interests. U5)
The Maryon Wilson estate declared that 'it would be a very serious thing
one of
for the Parish* if the Bill were passed, 1;6) but as this wa^the largest 
holdings to be crossed by the line, the comment largely masked private 
apprehensions under the guise of public concern. However the Works 
Committee did suggest, and it was duly agreed, that the Vestry oppose the 
scheme, hi) In 1892 a petition against the Bill was presented with a 
view of safeguarding the parish; the question seems to have resolved itself 
primarily into one of financial returns, since the rates due on the property 
taken for the railway line would have been lost, and eventually it was 
agreed that a rating clause in favour of the parish should be inserted into 
the Bill. U8)
+1 The original name of the company was the Manchester, Sheffield and 
Lincolnshire Railway.
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The line to Marylebone opened in 1899, and a map of Hampstead Borough
in 1900 shows the extent of the demolition that its building had
required. 49) Along the northern frontage of Broadhurst Gardens, twenty
one houses, up to and including number 70 had been demolished, as had
several of the premises in Canfield Place; the latter had been reduced to
a cul-de-sac by the line's passage,which blocked the original exit into
Broadhurst Gardens. In addition the Conpany acquired the adjoining block
of premises, conprising fourteen houses in Broadhurst Gardens, (numbers
2-28) and fourteen shops fronting onto Finchley Road, (numbers 191-217).
It demolished five of the houses in Broadhurst Gardens, (numbers 20-28)
but let all the remaining premises to the John Barnes department store 
*P1in 1900. 50) Although the eventual loss of property was therefore
not substantial, it is clear that the Railway Conpany had allowed for a
margin of safety in acquiring more houses than ultimately proved necessary.
The ratebooks for March, 1900, show a further fifty three houses on both
sides of Broadhurst Gardens to be in the Company's possession, together
+2with four premises at the noithem end of Canfield Gardens.
It is difficult to assess the impact of the line in residential terms.
The northern frontage of Broadhurst Gardens was incomplete at the time of 
the line's inception; building continued during the 1890s, and local 
directories show that several of the houses backing directly onto the 
line appear to have enjoyed either single occupancy or only one change of 
tenancy over the period between 1894 and 1901. 51 ) Complaints may have
been addressed directly to the Railway Company, but remarkably little
+1 The store was eventually to occupy the entire site once occupied by 
191-217 Finchley Road and 2-28 Broadhurst Gardens.
+2 These coaprised numbers 72-116 on the north side of Broadhurst Gardens, 
and 1-25, 29-35, 39-55 and 59-65 along its southern frontage, together 
with numbers 2-6 and 8A in Canfield Gardens.
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opposition to the line's building is reported in the Vestry Minutes. 52)
In fact, as far as can be ascertained, no resident from this area of the 
Maryon Wilson estate raised any objection. Of course the owners of 
demolished property will have been compensated for the loss of their lease 
interest, and it is possible that only minor irritation was felt by the 
inhabitants of houses along the north side of Broadhurst Gardens^bearing 
in mind that in its most basic fom, this line simply represented an 
extension of existing rail communications.
In terms of the accommodation provided and the potential inhabitants at whom 
the development was aimed, this area was designed to be less luxurious than 
the Maryon Wilson lands to the north and east. 53) However the estate 
policy was clearly to encourage a substantial form of building over its 
entire Hampstead holding, and while this area may not have seemed eligible 
for prime residences, it nonetheless offered the opportunity to erect 
dwellings suited to middle class tastes and incomes. Fairhazel Gardens marks 
the boundary line between the cramped eastern and the more spacious western 
sections of the estate, the former comprising most of the older property; 
here many of the red brick houses stand five stories high, with large blocks 
of mansion flats on certain frontages and at several comers. To the west
of Fairhazel Gardens, many houses date from the turn of the century; semi-
(Map 7:V A)
detached dwellings are the rule, and the elevations are generally lower.
The estate possessed several advantages in attracting residents; the 
construction standard was sound, and where the accommodation was arranged in 
high terraces, the estate plan incorporated several large internal gardens 
for residents* use, for which a small annual maintenance charge was levied.
1 In fact, at one point it was hoped that more open land would be secured.
In 1889 the 'Fortune Green and Britannia Fields Special Committee ' asked 
Sir Spencer what part of the estate, if any, he would lease to them, with 
a view to it being kept as a public open space. This possibility had been 
raised some twenty years earlier without success and not surprisingly, the 
later application was also refused; great difficulty would have attended 
any attempt to retain the undeveloped portion of the estate in 1889, cut 
up as it was into unrelated segments between long lines of streets. 54)
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In view of the intended class of occupants,stabling space was kept to the 
minimum, but frequent rail and later omnibus services were available, to 
the West End, Euston and Broad Street. In 1900, Booth's Survey noted 
the inhabitants were all from the well-to-do middle classes, 55) with 
local directories showing a number of resident doctors, solicitors, 
widows and spinsters, presumably of independent means. 'Solidly 
respectable* is a fair summing up of the whole development, which, while 
less ambitious than that on the Maryon Wilson land in upper Hampstead, 
apparently proved successful in satisfying the original aspirations 
of the ground landlord.
+1 The only exceptions were Canfield Place and Coleridge Mews, where 
a number of inpoverished and slightly more prosperous working class 
tenants were recorded as living above the remaining stable accommodation,
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CHAPTER 7 
Part 2 
The Carlile Estate
The Carlile estate lay to the east of the old town of Hampstead, and
acres,
comprised some four teeextending from a narrow entry strip of land
opening onto the east side of Eosslyn Hill back to Willow Hoad, with the
remaining boundary demarcations formed on the one side by houses in
Gayton Road and Crescent, and on the other by those in Downshire Hill.
(Haps 7:iB and 7:iiB) As with the Hampstead estate described in detail in
previous section which was the property of the Maryon Wilson family, they
as lords of the manor also owned the Carlile estate, which was for many 
under »^
years heldy^popyhold tenure. Thus its development history was influenced
to some extent by the leasing constraints that affected the Maryon Wilson
property as a whole. The estate was sold for development purposes to a
land conqpany, and building began in the mid 1870s. It was rapidly
completed; by 1665 the majority of the houses were standing. A feature of
peculiar interest concerns the social character of the estate; unlike most
land conpany developments which catered for lower middle and working class
inhabitants, this Haiqpsteaui property was to develop a predominantly
well-to-do residential character.
The property consisted of a large mansion surrounded by extensive grounds, 
which were successively acquired by the Carlile family through a series of 
copyhold admissions in the manor court. The first dates from 1814, when 
the manor records note that William Coleman had been admitted to the estate
'*’1 'Originally a tenure dependant upon custom and the lord's will, and 
carrying with it obligations to perform certain services for the lord. 
.... The tenant was protected not by national law but by title written 
into the court rolls. To transfer the property the tenant surrendered 
to the lord, who held the fee-single, and who then admitted the new 
tenant.»j 1) on payment of an entry 'fine'.
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on the surrender of Samuel Gambler in 1812, but that subsequently Coleman 
had surrendered the land to the Lady of the Manor, who had admitted 
Edward Carlile as tenant, on payment of a £295 fine. The property then 
consisted of the main house and some four acres of land, (Map 7:iB) part 
of which, namely the garden and pasture ground, was already occupied by 
Carlile as Coleman's tenant. 2) In 1816 on payment of a £105 fine,
Carlile was admitted to a further nine acres of adjoining land, (Map 7:iB) 
which again he was already occupying, in this case as a joint subtenant. 3) 
The family was now possessed of the greater part of its Bai%)stead property, 
and with two further grants of waste land made on the Willow Road 
frontage during 1819 and 1822, 4) their estate stood complete. (Map 7:iB)
Edward Carlile died in 1833, and the manor court duly admitted his
New
trustees to the property in the following year. 5) ^ trustees to the 
estate were eventually appointed in 1868, as in all but one instance those 
originally nominated were now deceased. The Court of Chancery ordered 
the surviving Trustee to surrender the Hampstead estate to the new 
officials, which was duly recorded and enacted by a manor court held in 
August of the same year. 6)
At this time the estate was untouched by building speculation. As 
copyhold tenants, the Carliles were subject to certain leasing restrictions 
then affecting the Maryon Wilson property, which rendered copyhold 
tenure unattractive to developers. Accordingly, they obtained an 
enfranchisement award, which converted their tenure to freehold, and lifted 
the restrictions that forbade building along a strip of land bordering 
Rosslyn Hill, and on the two parcels of waste stretching along Willow 
Road. 7)
As outright owners of the land, the Carliles were now in a position to 
develop the estate on their own teims. However, they failed to reap the
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maximum benefit from their asset, for not only did they dispose of the 
freehold of the property, but the purchaser subsequently resold the estate 
at a profit to the British Land Company. The Carliles were obviously 
unwilling to assume the responsibilities of a ground landlord in 
supervising the development of a leasehold property; when the estate was 
put up for auction by the family in 1875, during a period of favourable 
increase in metropolitan building activity,the plan accompanying the 
sale showed that no provision had been made for development, as only the 
house and its ornamental grounds were depicted. 8) The purchaser was 
a Mr W.E. Brown, 9) who was clearly an astute business man. As it stood 
at the time of the sale, the Carlile property did not directly front onto 
Willow Road; a strip of land intervened over which the estate possessed 
ten rights of way. 10) In 1873 the manor court admitted Mr Frederick 
James Clark to this land, which was duly enfranchised and sold to Mr Brown 
in July of 1875. 11) (Map 7:iB) Whether this purchase pre or post dated
his acquiring the adjoining Carlile property is ingpossible to say; 12) in 
either case it showed good business sense, as to a developer, the possession 
of a direct frontage to Willow Road was invaluable by comparison with the 
ten separate and inconvenient rights of way offered by the Carlile estate.
In his turn Mr Brown contracted with the British Land Company for the sale 
of the entire property, including the separately acquired Willow Road 
frontage, from which transaction he realised quite a handsome profit. 13)
The sale map of 1875 shows the property as largely hemmed in by development, 
and this raises the question of the timing of the sale. The estate, being 
held by the Carlile family as copyhold of the manor of Hampstead, possessed 
certain disadvantages from a development point of view. The main obstacle
^1 Chapter U, Table, p.131.
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was
»... the arbitrary fines which were due to 
the lord of the manor on every death or 
alienation; amounting to two years' full 
current annual value of the lands, these 
fines were considered far more inhibiting 
to building, because liable to arise with 
greater frequency, than the renewal fines 
under leases for lives. The way round this 
was for the lord of the manor to agree to 
a fixed level of fines for a specified 
term of years, well below the anticipated 
improved annual value of the houses to be 
erected, and thereby give developers and 
builders something of the security and 
certainty that they could enjoy under an 
ordinary building lease.* 1U)
This policy was followed prior to 1821, but when Sir Thomas Maryon Wilson
inherited the Hampstead estate, he did so as a sinçle tenant-for-life
with powers to grant leases of no more than twenty one years duration.
This put a stop to the method of fixing entry fines on copyhold building
lands and may well have been of is^ortance in delaying early development
on the Carlile estate, but as the ingperfections of copyhold tenure were
removed by the Copyhold Enfranchisement Acts of 1841 and more particularly
1852, 16) it cannot have held true after this date. Perhaps the answer
lies in an absence of pressure for building land in and around Hampstead
village until the late I860s and early 1870s. 17) Weight is added to this
argument by the fact that the Carlile estate was not enfranchised until
1873, which hardly points to any overwhelming demand for building land in
the neighbourhood.
Established in 1856, the British Land Company which purchased the Carlile 
estate was enabled to deal in property and erect houses, selling or renting 
the dwellings it built. 18) By October of 1875 the Company had applied to
"*"1 The customary alternative existed under which a copyholder could 
develop his lands, accepting that on eveiy transfer the entry fine 
would amount to twice the current full annual value. 'But even if 
lawyers could find devices to prevent every disposal of a house 
counting as a transfer for these purpdses, the liability to pay tribute 
to the lord of the manor on this scale and at unpredictable intervals 
was enough to keep outside finance and speculative builders away from 
such tenures.' 15)
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the Metropolitan Board of Works for permission to widen Willow Road and 
to form five roads across the estate, these to be called Denning, Camfield, 
Kemplay, Marsfield and Worsley. 19)
To a great extent the developers were forced to adopt a self-contained 
layout, as at the time of its building the estate was already bounded by 
houses, in Gayton Road and Crescent to the west , Downshire Hill to the 
east , and Rosslyn Hill to the south. 20) linking roads to neighbouring 
estates were thus impossible without demolition of existing property, 
a hopelessly impractical proposition. Further complications arose from 
the fact that the estate possessed only a single exit to Rosslyn Hill 
in the form of the carriageway from Carlile House, although with suitable 
planning, the cul-de-sac of Pilgrims Lane to the south, which also led off 
Rosslyn Hill,,could be continued onto the estate. (Map 7:iB) The former 
carriageway was eventually utilised for the line of Willoughby Road, and 
the latter extension was achieved through the building of Worsley Road.
The Hampstead Vestry approved the formation of the proposed streets but 
raised two objections, the least important of which was that certain of 
their names too closely resembled others already existing in the 
neighbourhood. 21 ) Accordingly in November of 1875 the Metropolitan 
Board of Works approved the building of five of the roads, (Table 7:iB) 
on condition that Camfield and Marsfield be respectively renamed 
Carlingford and Willoughby. 22)
+1 This similarity between 'Camfield* and the name of another street 
in the locality must refer to 'Canfield Road* later renamed Priory 
Road, which was sanctioned in 1874 and lay on the western boundary of 
the Maryon Wilson estate. 23) Marsfield is somewhat less obvious. The 
logical parallel would seem to be Maresfield Gardens, (again on the 
Maryon Wilson estate) off Fitzjohns Avenue, but this road was not 
built until the latter part of the l870s. 24) It probably therefore
refers to Mansfield Road, Gospel Oak, at the parish boundary with 
St Paneras.
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Of greater significance was the refusal to allow the British Land Company 
to construct a sixth road in continuation of Carlingford, and in the form 
of a cul-de-sac on the western corner of the estate. 25) This
lopsided rectangle of land backing onto Gayton Road and Crescent obviously 
presented a difficulty to the developers, who eventually decided on the 
only other alternative, a crescent road to be named Rudall, which was 
duly approved by the Metropolitan Board early in the following year. 26) 
In fact it is possible that further problems arose in connection with this 
particular area; some form of land exchange with the neighbouring estate 
must have occurred to enable development to proceed along the western 
front of Willoughby beyond the crescent, as well as along this end of the 
crescent itself. Otherwise, the grounds of three houses in Rudall and 
two in Willoughby would have been dissected by the original boundary line.
The choice of road names apparently owes little to either the locality
or tradition, and those decided upon were as unpretentious as their origins
are vague. Only one 'family* link can be ascertained; a Mr Benjamin
Willoughby married Edward Carlile *s daughter and she was one of those
involved in the final sale of the property, hence Willoughby Road. 27) 
Probably all the streets were laid down at the same time with the possible
exception of the last sanctioned crescent, and their frontages were
subsequently divided into building plots. In March 1878, the British Land
Company auctioned the last twenty nine plots remaining frcm a total of
two hundred and thirty one, 29) (Map 7:iiB) and by March of the following
year it was reported that all the plots had been disposed of. 30)
Possibly as a result of this high degree of subdivision a large number
of builders were involved in the estate's development, with the number of
'*’1 The name of Willow Road appears to derive from a number of willow 
trees which Sir Thomas Maryon Wilson planted on the Heath in 1845. 
However, the Land Conqpany had no part in choosing this name; suggested 
by the parish surveyor in 1861, it first appeared in 1864. 28)
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premises accredited to each individual ranging on average from one to 
four houses. While many of the builders came from nearby Islington or 
St Paneras, a fair number had local addresses; (Table 7;iiB) the most 
active was the Hampstead firm of Allison and Foskett, having a total of 
fifteen houses to their credit.
The property was disposed of on a freehold basis, the Land Company 
specifying in the auction particulars of I87Ô that houses or public 
buildings of not less than £500 in value were to be erected. With the 
exception of three plots which were to be made available for trade purposes, 
the building of shops, warehouses, workshops or factories on the property 
was forbidden. 32) Clearly the prime intention was to develop a 
residential estate; this must reflect the proximity of the service centre 
of Hampstead village and the virtual absence of a main road frontage, 
where the sites were more likely to attract a commercial tenant. In fact, 
one of the plots given over for trade purposes directly fronted onto 
Rosslyn Hill, (number 1 ) while the others comprised a plot on Willow Road 
and a tavern site on the comer of Carlingford and Worsley Roads, (Numbers 
206 and 106). 33) (Map 7siiB) Presumably the latter reflected the largely
lower middle/upper working class origins of the majority of residents who 
tended to occupy land coo^any estates, 34) as did the absence of any stabling 
for 'carriage folk'. Commuting possibilities were however indicated by 
extending the map accon^anying the sale in I878 to include the nearby 
Hampstead Heath station on the Hampstead Junction Railway.
By 1882, the Vestry had agreed to pave five of the six new roads largely 
in advance of their building completion, but development proceeded apace.
+1 Although this represents the greatest number of houses that can be
ascribed to any single buildei^  in view of the con^letion total for the 
estate of two hundred houses, this contribution cannot be classed as 
substantial. It was thus hardly the case, as asserted by a local 
reporter, that 'owing to the energies of the firm, the Carlile Estate 
came into being'. 31)
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and the Rate Books for Lady Day 1885 show that the majority of the 
dwellings to be erected on the estate during the nineteenth century were 
then standing. (Table 7:iB)
Mainly built of red brick, the houses were generally arranged in terraces 
set back by only a few feet from the pavement. Many were five stories 
high including a basement and in some cases, the final total of houses 
exceeded the number of plot subdivisions as shown on the 1878 building 
plan. (Table 7:iB, Map 7:ÜB) This was usually achieved by dividing 
a comer plot to provide the site for several houses; for example number 
106 on the north side of Carlingford Road, and number 149 at the eastern 
end of Denning Road. Thus where the frontages were fully developed, the
ingression is of a building plan designed to make maximum use of the
(Map 7:iii B)
available land space. ^  However, despite the fact that all the plots were 
recorded as sold, Rudall Crescent together with Kemplay and Worsley Roads 
were all to exhibit only partially developed frontages by the close of 
the century. While continuing difficulties of plot size and boundary 
configuration may account for a long stretch of the northern curve of the 
Crescent remaining as open ground, no such problems can be accounted for 
in the case of Kemplay and Worsley. With the exception of three houses, 
the southern side of Kemplay Road was to remain as open ground, part of 
which was eventually used as tennis courts, whereas on the east side of 
Worsley Road only sixteen houses and a school were erected, despite the 
1876 subdivision into thirty seven building plots. (Table 7:iB)
The British Land Company evidently considered this estate to be no different 
from any other land company development in terms of the class of tenant 
it was likely to attract. The provision of a tavern site and the absence 
of stabling, together with the cramped appearance the development would 
inevitably assume due to the marked plot subdivision, might be thought to
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have repulsed a substantial class of resident. However, the Carlile 
estate was to prove at least a partial exception to land conçany 
tradition. By the close of the century Booth noted that certain of its 
roads were staunch upper middle class enclaves; thus Rudall, Willoughby, 
Worsley and the estate frontage to Willow Road possessed well-to-do 
residents of the servant keeping class, whereas in Kenplay, Carlingford 
and Denning, what was considered to be a more typical land company 
mixture of lower middle and working class inhabitants predominated, 
although even here a number of servant keeping families were also to be 
found. 35) Probably due to their influence^many of the houses on the 
estate were distinguished by name rather than by number, and it is also 
possible that their presence made the building of the proposed tavern 
unacceptable, for certainly plot 106 was never utilised for that purpose.
The position of the estate could well have been of great inçortance in 
attracting the large number of well-to-do residents. Situated to the 
east of Hampstead village, at the time of its development the Carlile 
property formed an extension to an already expanding but select 
residential area, and its frontage to Willow Road provided a purchaser 
with the opportunity to acquire a property that commanded an extensive 
view of Hanpstead Heath. In residential terms, its character was thus 
broadly similar to that of the Maryon Wilson estate west of Finchley 
Road, but unlike the latter which was the realisation of a conscious aim, 
the standing of the land company estate was probably achieved by an 
accident of location.
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CHAPTER 8
COMPARISONS AND CONTRASTS ; THE FOUR BUILDING ESTATES
This chapter has been undertaken in four main sections. The introduction 
deals with development by period, and reinforces or modifies some general 
observations about nineteenth century house building in London, in the light 
of the experience of these four estates. This is followed by a comparison 
by tenure; firstly between the two privately owned properties and secondly 
with respect to the estates purchased by the land companies. Finally the 
points raised by the two preceding comparisons are discussed.
House building in London experienced periods of greater or lesser activity, 1 ) 
and on all four estates development began during an upswing in a building 
cycle. At the outset the building industry was made up of numerous small 
and undercapitalised firms or individuals, and irrespective of whether an 
estate lay north or south of the river, a builder engaged in its development 
would tend to work from a local address and be responsible for only a few 
houses in any one street. As the century progressed, a number of larger 
businesses emerged, capable of building on a grander scale but the small 
builder remained a persistent feature, even though he contributed a 
declining percentage of London's new house stock. 2)
+1 H.J. Dyos, in his study of Victorian Camberwell, notes that at the peak of 
building activity in 1878-1880, some four hundred and sixteen different 
firms or individual builders were engaged in building 5670 houses. Most 
had small businesses, for over half built no more than six houses in the 
whole three years, and nearly three quarters of them built no more than 
twelve. Builders on this scale however provided little more than a quarter 
of the total houses: nearly one third of the total (c.l8 0 0 houses) were 
built by only fifteen firms. The scale of such building operations had 
appreciably increased over the previous thirty years but the great majority 
of builders involved in developing the district still had local addresses. 
The evidence suggests that the streets of Camberwell were the result of 
the unconcerted efforts of many builders, and there were few districts 
in which a single builder was the dominant figure. 3)
The importance of the small, locally based builder is also illustrated by 
the experience of the Mercers' Company estate, across the river in 
Stepney. Here, between 1817 and 1850, seventy eight different builders 
were engaged in developing about ninety acres of land. Seven hundred 
of the eleven hundred houses built during this period were put up by only
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Unfortimately, while large scale lease interests in Lambeth Wick can be 
identified, the builders cannot. In the case of the three remaining 
properties where building dates from the second half of the century, the 
evidence indicates that development on the Maryon Wilson and Heathrow 
estates was undertaken by a number of predominantly local builders, while 
that of the Carlile involved a higher percentage of builders drawn from 
further afield. However, on both land company estates the individual 
commitment was for only a few houses, (a maximum of fifteen is attributable 
to one firm on the Carlile estate, representing 7*5^ of the total) whereas 
those engaged in developing the Maryon Wilson property tended to be 
responsible for a greater proportion of the house stock, and a significant 
percentage of the final total was contributed by only two men, Ernest 
Est court and James Tomblin. As the development dates of all three 
properties overlap, the land company experience can be seen to illustrate 
the continuing importance of the small builder, but that of the Maryon 
Wilson holding cannot be solely ascribed to the trend towards larger building 
firms. In contrast to the land companies who offered single freehold sites, 
the Meuryon Wilson estate was divided into sizeable leasehold plots, often 
comprising whole frontages, which meant that by comparison with the land 
company properties, each builder's commitment was likely to represent a 
higher proportion of the final total of houses. Furthermore, despite the 
possibility of deferred payment, the cost of purchasing a freehold interest 
may well have limited the number of plots a single builder could hold on
three men, but the average commitment was for less than half a dozen, a 
great many being built by local builders.
However, by the time another boom in house building occurred in London at 
the close of the century it was the really large concern that dominated the 
scene; a mere seventeen firms (less than 3% of the total) were in 1899 
building well over 40% of London's new houses. Even at that date there 
remained a considerable number of small builders, for 60^ of the total were 
still building six houses or less in the year, accounting for about one fifth 
of new houses under construction. 4 )
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the land company estates. Leasehold land however, could be obtained without 
immediate outlay in consideration of the ground rent which did not usually 
commence until after the buildings were erected; thus a builder on the 
Maryon Wilson property might well have been able to afford more than one 
take of land. 5 )
The development of the four estates spans over eighty years and throughout 
this period, from the 1820s onwards, metropolitan road communications were 
to prove of vital inqportance. Prior to the building of the railways the 
roads were the main carriers of both private and public traffic, and the 
proximity of a major communication could prove advantageous to a landowner 
in terms of enhanced building potential. This was arguably true in the 
case of Lambeth Wick and the Camberwell New Road; similarly, across the 
river in St Johns Wood,the Eyre family actively promoted the building of 
Finchley Road during the I820s, as a means of opening up their estate to 
the developer.
As the century progressed the introduction of bus and later tram services 
euçhasised the importance of the main roads; even the development of 
railway lines was instrumental, as the stations were primarily located on 
major highways and gave rise to a substantial amount of local traffic.
Not surprisingly, from the view point of access, a frontage to 'good*
(in other words main) roads was still considered in 1883 to be high on a 
list of priorities that rendered an estate eligible for building. 6)
The two Camden properties had access but no real frontage to a main road; 
their owners sought to maximise the benefits accruing from the peripheral 
highway by creating, wherever possible, feeder roads leading off the main 
road into and across the estate; (Willoughy Road and Pilgrims Lane leading
f1 Chapter 2, p,56.
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off Rosslyn Hill onto the Carlile property, and Canfield Gardens and 
Goldhurst Terrace off Finchley Road onto the Maryon Wilson).
In contrast both Lambeth properties possessed substantial frontages to a 
main highway, the Heathrow estate bordering Dulwich Road, while Lambeth 
Wick, in addition to Camberwell New Road along its northern fringe, was 
also bounded on the west side by Brixton Road. On both estates these TtiAln 
roads provided the more favoured development plots whose relative 
attractiveness was maintained despite the passage of the years. Although 
Lambeth Wick was building during the 1820s and Heathrow in the I860s, at 
the close of the century. Booth's survey showed not only these estate 
frontages to house the most affluent residents, but also this feature to 
be common to other main roads; for exairple, Brixton Hill south of Lambeth 
Wick, and Finchley and Camden Roads, across the river in Hampstead and 
St Paneras. 7)
The type of housing erected was also affected by metropolitan legislation,
and in particular the 1844 Building Act. This prescribed elevation heights
+-
and stated that all new streets should be at least forty feet wide, '*•
but by establishing a minimum standard the danger was that subsequent
developers would tend to conform to this rather than provide a more generous
layout. Certainly where development post-dated the Act, both north and 
of the
south^river, it frequently assumed the form of a succession of narrow
+ g
streets and compact houses, ^ This was also true of the estates under 
review where building commenced during the second half of the century; the 
street widths and elevations on both the Carlile and eastern part of the 
Maryon Wilson show a maximum use of available land space, while the Heathrow 
estate reveals a minor infringement of building regulations, for here the
+1 Chapter 1, p.27.
+2 Chapter 4, pp.147-8,152-3,156-7, 159-61, 166-7, 171.
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internal streets were less than the prescribed forty feet in width.
However, the several narrow roads and crançed terraces built on Lambeth 
Wick prior to 1844 point to the fact that some landowners had always 
been more concerned with profits and rather less with the quality of the 
environment they created.
While the standards inçosed by building legislation clearly affected the 
form assumed by current development, many other forces were also at work 
in shaping estate layout and more particularly, residential character.
Of these, the attitude to development adopted by the ground landlord was 
of prime irqportance.
The Maryon Wilson and the Lambeth Wick estates exhibit many similar 
features as regards their development progress and their ownership pattern, 
and of the divergencies that do emerge, many can be ascribed simply to the 
marked difference in their development dates. Although the parties involved 
were on the one hand a private family and on the other a corporate body, 
both were interested in long term rather than short term profits. The 
resulting expansion was thus conducted on a leasehold rather than a 
freehold basis.
Both ground landlords were legally frustrated in their early attempts to 
develop their respective estates for building, but for very different 
reasons. Sir Thomas Maryon Wilson inherited an entailed property for which 
he could grant no more than a twenty one year maximum lease period. From 
his succession in 1821 to his death in 1869 it proved impossible for him 
to break this entail by obtaining the usual Act of Parliament, and as he 
remained a batchelor all his life, the alternative method of joining with 
an adult son to break the entail was also denied to him. Even after his 
brother inherited the property, development was delayed until the early 
1870s, for although the new owner. Sir John, had a forty year old heir, a
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father and son dispute was responsible for postponing the onset of building 
for several years. By contrast the delay on the Lambeth Wick, although 
likewise the outcome of a legal constraint, was here the result of the 
Archbishop having previously sublet the area in question. The Lambeth 
Wick manor had been in the Holland family since 1 701, the property held 
under lease from the Canterbury See. In 1807 the Archbishop obtained 
an Act of Parliament enabling him to grant building leases of not more than 
ninety-nine years duration, for, among other areas^ the entire manor of 
Lambeth Wick. However, the consent of the existing lessee was apparently 
necessary before the land could be converted from agricultural to building 
tenure, and it would seem that Lord Holland was initially loath to enter 
into any such an agreement despite the favourable attitude adopted by the 
See.
It must however be said that in both cases factors other than legal 
constraints also contributed to the delay. As regards the Maryon Wilson 
estate. Sir Thomas could have developed the land himself; an unusual but 
not unprecedented action for a nineteenth century landowner to take. The 
fact he did not do so indicates an element of personal choice in the matter ; 
for exanqple, sufficient income from alternative sources. In the case of 
Lambeth Wick, financial considerations of a different nature may have played 
a part, as it appears probable that over the years prior to 1819, Lord 
Holland had felt the See was asking too high a price for the land as 
applicable to building purposes.
Nonetheless the delay in the onset of development was far less prolonged in 
the case of the Lambeth estate as compared with the Maryon Wilson; a mere 
twelve years were to elapse before Lord Holland took the first portion on 
a building lease whereas some fifty years were to pass before the Hampstead 
owners were able to commence their development programme.
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Prior to the onset of building, a major new road communication was built 
across both estates; the Camberwell New Road which linked Vauxhall Bridge 
with Camberwell Green to the east, crossed the northern part of Lambeth 
Wick, while the Finchley New Road, running north from St Johns Wood, cut 
Maryon Wilson's Hançstead property into two unequal portions. In both 
cases this intrusion was received with hostility, and the ground landlords 
sought recompense for the alleged damage sustained. The road promoters 
argued that these newly opened frontages would provide building opportunities, 
but the Archbishop claimed that the Camberwell New Road could confer no 
development potential to his estate that it did not already possess, while 
the Maryon Wilsons, in opposing the building of the Finchley Road, argued 
that the land it would cross was not yet ready for building, and the 
communication would therefore damage the existing agricultural land use. 
However, once both roads were sanctioned and building, the attitude of those 
affected was of necessity altered. In fact^the Camberwell New Road proved 
beneficial to the Archbishop's interests, as it was probably one of the 
facts which served to tip the scales in favour of Lord Holland's agreement 
to take a first building lease for Lambeth Wick, while the Maryon Wilson 
attempt to obtain development powers, in 1829, was to mention specifically 
the building potential that the Finchley Road conferred upon adjoining 
territory.
Leasehold development was the prime method of expansion employed for both 
estates; indeed, as the sublessee of the Archbishop, Lord Holland lacked 
the power to grant any freehold interests, and those disposed of on the 
îlaryon Wilson estate were in a definite minority. Overall, the leases 
granted for the Hançjstead estate tended to embrace far larger areas by 
comparison with the agreements on Lambeth Wick; here many single houses were 
demised, although as with the Maryon Wilson, entire street frontages were 
also embraced. In both cases the leases contain the usual restrictive
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covenants including trading prohibitions, the latter expressed in a general 
form concerning the Maryon Wilson property, but more specifically enumerated 
as regards the Lambeth Wick, where such colourful trades as hog skinners 
and catgut spinners were to be excluded.
The Holland family solicitor Mr Benjamin Currey appears to have advanced 
the initial capital required to get the Lambeth Wick development underway, 
and it is even possible that his influence bore no small part in Lord 
Holland’s change of attitude to development. Lord Holland’s financial 
commitment was non existent at this stage, whereas on the Maryon Wilson 
land it was the family who advanced the capital required to provide a basic 
framework for building: for example, to lay down the several estate roads.
It would appear that in either case field boundaries exerted little 
influence over the resultant road pattern; as regards the Lambeth Wick, 
the oblique line cut by the Camberwell New Road largely caused a 
reorientation of values to be made^while the Maryon Wilson road plan owes 
more to the existence of a number of public footpaths, certain parts of 
which were converted into stretches of estate roads. Overall the 
asymmetrical shape of the Lambeth Wick estate presented greater problems 
with respect to establishing an integrated street plan than did the roughly 
rectangular Maryon Wilson holding. Lord Holland's estate eventually 
assuming a markedly self-contained aspect. No links other than Elliott 
Road and Langton Place were provided with the adjoining estate to the south; 
the former was apparently a modification of an original idea to build a 
self-contained road within the estate bounds, while a second link road 
representing a continuation of Normandy Place eastwards was never constructed, 
Conversely, and as a probable outcome of the Maryon Wilson and neighbouring 
Cotton estate sharing the expense of building Priory Road along a common 
north/south boundary, their road plans were conjoined, and through routes 
provided between Finchley Road and West End Lane. As with the Lambeth 
Wick, the original road plan on the Hampstead estate was to some extent
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modified; the angle of the entry roads into Priory was eventually changed 
and the orientation of two of the streets shown on an 1876 Sale Plan 
was likewise altered.
For both estates development was by no means speedy in its conclusion, and 
it is possible that expansion was affected by changes in the metropolitan 
building climate. The most positive indication of this was given by 
Mr Currey in 1829» when he described the Lambeth Wick development as 
suffering from the general slump then prevailing in building, and certainly, 
of the roads leased in their entirety during the l820s, several were not 
reported as building until the l840s. Likewise on the Maryon Wilson estate, 
plots at the west end of Goldhurst Terrace were still undeveloped as late 
as 1920, even though the first house on this frontage had been completed 
over forty years previously, in 1879*
As regards the actual style of the housing erected and the eventual 
residential character assumed, the two properties exhibit significant 
differences. These can be largely attributed to estate management, the 
amount of land involved in the various takes for building, smd the timing 
and pace of expansion. Whereas there seems to have existed no overall plan 
to regulate building on Lambeth Wick, it appears likely that the Maryon 
Wilson estate office was active in managing the Hampstead development, 
where, as previously mentioned, the takes of land were for multiples of dwell­
ings; no single house plots were demised as frequently occurred on the 
Lambeth property. Taken in combination, these management and, to a lesser 
extent, leasing differences^could well account for the fact that the Maryon 
Wilson estate, while far from uniform in appearance, nonetheless exhibited 
a greater horaogenity of house style than did Lord Holland's property.
However^the time element is also of importance here. For example, a 
feature peculiar to the early part of the nineteenth century was the 1826 
Act to appoint Commissioners responsible for lifting and watching the 
Lambeth Wick estate; a practice without parallel on the Maryon Wilson, as
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the 1855 Metropolitan Management Act abolished all such bodies. The 
protracted development experienced by both estates meant that the later 
houses could either be of the same type as earlier ones, or alternatively 
reflect the passing of the years by showing a more varied appearance.
While the latter was true of both properties, it applied more particularly 
to Lambeth Wick. Furthermore, the fact that the Lambeth estate began 
building in the first half of the nineteenth century and the Hampstead 
estate during the second, was obviously reflected in the style of dwelling 
erected. Thus although terrace housing was a feature common to both, the 
form it assumed differed. Similarly, several purpose built blocks of flats 
were erected on the Maryon Wilson property towards the end of the century, 
when such accommodation was rapidly gaining acceptance in London, but as 
building had by that time ceased on the Lambeth Wick, the erection of flat 
blocks here was confined to sites where the redevelopment of nineteenth 
century property subsequently occurred.
The differing social characteristics that emerge for the two estates can 
also be seen as a consequence of the owners' attitude to development and 
the type of houses permitted to be erected. The Maryon Wilsons regarded 
the estate west of Finchley Road as inferior to their other property on 
the slopes of Hampstead hill. Hence development on the former was 
consciously aimed at the 'middling' classes, as reflected by the house 
styles adopted and amenities provided; for example, practically no mews 
accommodation to cater for the more affluent 'carriage' class. By 19OO 
all the streets were reported as housing well-to-do middle class inhabitants; 
a homogeneity reflecting the estate's policy of active management and 
encouraging a certain class of resident, together with a general standard 
and a continuing demand for the dwellings erected.
Conversely the population of the Lambeth Wick estate was more broadly based.
In contrast to the Maryon Wilson estate where a single minded development 
policy contributed to the development of a largely homogenous entity, the
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apparent lack of planning on Lambeth Wick was partially responsible for the 
building of houses in various styles and sizes, which in turn was reflected 
in a more diverse population structure. Over the years between 18Ul and 
1871 the inhabitants appear to have been drawn predominantly from the upper 
working and generally middle class income brackets, with a small number 
of truly affluent residents. By 1900 the picture had not significantly 
altered; comfortably off working class together with a large number of 
middle class residents comprised the majority of the inhabitants. However, 
the upper and lower residential limits of the estate had been respectively 
reduced and extended by the loss of its most affluent tenants and the 
arrival of a small number of inqpoverished inhabitants. Many of the houses 
were over seventy years old, and as the leases had only another twenty 
or so years to run, an element of insecurity would have been creeping in. 
Firm management and a long term estate programme providing for renewal of 
leases would have removed the uncertainty, but there is no evidence to 
suggest that this happened on Lambeth Wick, and the likelihood is that the 
decline in residential status was maintained.
The land company estates are more closely connected in terms of their
development timing, and in both cases the property had only been in the
hands of the family concerned for a relatively short period before they
disposed of it for building purposes. The role of these early Land companies
was to provide their members with sufficient property to qualify them for
a vote at Parliamentary Elections, and in both cases the companies here
involved, namely the Westminster Freehold Land Society and the British Land
Company, were of Liberal origins. The former was a short lived organisation,
+1
whereas the latter still survives today. As time progressed the creation 
of votes took second place to the business of building houses, a trend 
observable by the mid I860s.
^1 As the British Land Holdings Ltd.
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The progression to Land con^any ownership in both instances was achieved 
via the intervention of a middleman. In the case of Heathrow in Lambeth, 
the sale was to some extent forced by reason of debt, whereas no such 
compulsion appears evident as regards the Carlile property in Hampstead.
Robert Stone purchased the freehold of the fragmented manor of Heathrow 
between 1791 and I8O6, but at his death in 1820 it was found that many 
debts were outstanding. To redeem these sums his heirs obtained an Act 
of Parliament to sell or lease his various estates, and disposal of the 
property began, but it was not until 1853 that a southern portion of 
Heathrow was sold to a Mr Vine and Mr Pemberton acting on behalf of the 
Westminster Freehold Land Society. The transaction concerning the Carlile 
estate was conducted some twenty years later; here the role played by the 
middleman appears to have been that of an astute opportunist. When Edward 
Carlile died in 1833, his Hampstead estate was vested in his heirs, and 
at some time after 18?5, the family sold the property to a Mr W.R. Brown, 
who in turn disposed of it at a profit to the British Land Company.
It thus becomes evident that many years elapsed as between the death of the 
original owner and the disposal of the estates concerned for building 
purposes. The reasons behind such a delay cannot be established in the 
case of Heathrow, where the sequence of debt redemption is unknown; the 
only possible theory that can be advanced concerns the position of the 
estate, which until mid century stood well south of the main building 
frontier. However with respect to the Carlile property, the causes are 
somewhat more specific. The land was originally held as copyhold of 
Hampstead Manor, and due to difficulties experienced under the terms of his 
father*s will, once Sir Thomas Maryon Wilson inherited the Manor in 1821, 
building development on copyhold land largely ceased. However, by providing 
that copyhold tenure could be easily converted to freehold, the 
Enfranchisement Acts of 18UI and more particularly 1852 removed any such
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impediments to development, and yet the Carlile family chose only to 
enfranchise their property after a further twenty years had elapsed.
This indicates no immediate compulsion on their part to realise the 
estate's building potential, which in its turn could point to a lack of 
demand for development land in the immediate neighbourhood.
However, once the estate became the property of the British Land Company 
in 1875 building began immediately, whereas in the case of Heathrow, it 
was delayed for several years until the mid I860s, despite the fact that 
the Land Society appeared anxious to commence development at the time of 
their purchase in 1855. As a detailed history of the Westminster Society 
is lacking, the reasons for this time lag can only be tentatively 
suggested; for example, the deleterious effect that the Crimean War had 
on these land companies during the mid 1850s. However once building got 
underway, both estates completed their development programmes over a 
relatively short span of years, and due to the delay in initiating 
development on Heathrow, the two companies were building at least part of 
their frontages at the same time.
The Westminster Freehold Land Society can have had little difficulty in 
establishing a street plan for their estate, as its shape was roughly 
rectangular, and the existence of three bordering communications, namely 
Dulwich Road, Effra Parade and a public right of way, largely dictated 
the direction to be followed by the Society's own roads. Conversely the 
Carlile holding presented rather more problems, as it possessed only two 
narrow exits opening onto the main Haspstead Road. In addition, a small 
rectangle of land on the western border only lent itself to either the 
erection of a cul-de-sac, which the Metropolitan Board of Works refused 
to sanction, or alternatively a crescent road, which was the eventual 
solution adopted. Even so, it seems likely that some land exchange with
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the neighbouring estate was required before building could be accommodated 
on the north side of this crescent and along the adjoining Willoughby 
Road.
Both Societies duly divided their estate frontages into numerous plots, 
the land being offered for sale on a freehold basis. Naturally the 
freeholders could subsequently grant leases of the property or land concerned, 
Along most frontages the eventual total of dwellings built was to exceed 
the number of plots as shown on the development plan; for exanple, on the 
Heathrow estate regulations concerning the erection of semi-detached 
houses were often ignored and terraces built instead. Here the original 
number of houses was further increased by permitting development along 
Railton Road; the disposition of plots on the 1855 Sale plan would indicate 
that this was not the original intention. Possibly by purchasing adjacent 
plots and combining them, a builder was able to erect more houses than the 
original degree of subdivision would indicate, while on the Carlile, single 
comer sites were often used to build several dwellings.
Although the development aims of the Land companies were thus broadly 
identical in terms of an obvious desire to make intensive use of the site 
available, the resulting character assumed by the two estates exhibited 
several marked differences. Various facets of the Heathrow development 
can be attributed to conscious planning on the part of the Westminster 
Freehold Land Society but unfortunately no such detail exists as to whether 
the British Land Company were also concerned to regulate expansion on the 
Carlile estate.
Overall the Carlile estate appears to exhibit a greater uniformity of house 
style by comparison with Heathrow, where as a result of the estate building 
regulations, three distinct zones are observable. The inner roads of 
Chaucer, Milton, Spencer and Shakespeare represent the average for the estate
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(a mixture of terraces and semi-detached dwellings) with the larger 
and more affluent houses located on along part of the Dulwich Road, and 
the most constricted frontage formed by the continuous two storey terrace 
of Effra Parade. The Westminster Society also provided mews accommodation 
for the 'carriage* class which the British Land Company did not, whereas 
the minimum value of houses on the latter was to be £500.00.0 as compared 
with £300.00.0 on the former. Thus the final picture would appear to be 
of the Heathrow development appealing to a wider range of residents with 
certain provision for the well-to-do , whereas on the British Land Company 
estate a more uniform level prevailed, but with the average class of resident 
being possibly slightly higher than the average for Heathrow.
The 1871 Census shows the three zones of the Westminster Freehold Land 
Society estate quite distinctly, with the more affluent residents 
concentrated in the Dulwich Road houses; in Chaucer, Milton, Spencer and 
Shakespeare Roads manual trades predominated amongst heads of family, 
but a large number of clerical workers and a smaller percentage of 
professional and independent residents were also enumerated. Finally 
Effra Parade was recorded as a zone of multiple occupations, and possessed 
the highest percentage of manual workers for the estate among its many 
residents. By 1900, the population structure was basically the same.
Chaucer, Milton, Spencer and Shakespeare were predominantly working class 
streets, but also housed a percentage of lower middle class residents as 
well as a small number of well-to-do inhabitants. Effra Parade was seen as 
solidly working class and containing a fair degree of poverty amongst its 
inhabitants^ whereas the Dulwich Road frontage still exclusively housed the 
well-to-do middle classes. At that time, certain of the roads on the 
British Land Company estate possessed similarly well-to-do residents, while 
others represented zones of working class comfort, although housing a fair 
percentage of lower middle class and a number of the wealthier class of 
resident as well.
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Thus broad expectations concerning residential status are generally
substantiated for Heathrow, but less so for the Carlile estate. Although
it is true to say that by 1900, there was a greater concentration of
affluence on the latter holding,nonetheless the status of the majority
of occupants on the Heathrow development was conparable to that of many
residents on the Carlile, which exhibited less homogeneity of social
structure than was initially expected. Furthermore, both estates appear
to some extent atypical of Land Company developments where on average
the inhabitants
"... formed a fairly well-defined layer of 
the housing market, in the region of the 
upper levels of the working class and the 
the lower end of the middle class, 
naturally well above the bread line 
since there had to be some savings in 
the kitt^ but also well below the 
affluent, let alone the fashionable 
middle classes.' 6)
Thus the Westminster Society's original intention to cater for the 'carriage'
classes by providing mews accommodation would seem unusual, as would the
relatively high social status of both the Dulwich Road frontage to Heathrow
and several of the streets on the Carlile estate, as recorded in 1900.
However, estate policy would seem to hold the key to the fomer while
locational factors could well account for the latter. The Westminster
Society's building regulations provided for and resulted in more
substantial development along Dulwich Road, whereas in the case of the
British Land Company, the slightly higher cost of the houses, together with
the proximity of Hampstead Heath and neighbouring affluent developments,
may well have combined to artificially elevate the social level of the estate
To conclude this chapter, a brief comparison of the development 
characteristics of the two estate types has been attempted. Two main points 
are immediately obvious; namely the more rapid conclusion of building 
on the land company estates as opposed to that on the privately owned
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holdings, and the development of the foimer by the sale of freehold 
interests as compared with the leasehold tenure practised by the latter.
Of course these broad conclusions can be qualified; they do not exclude 
the existence of protracted developments along certain land coupany 
frontages, nor the rapid building of premises on the privately owned 
properties. Similarly, freeholders on the land conpany estates were at 
liberty to sub lease the plots they had purchased, and although Lord 
Holland was unable to grant any freehold interests, a limited number were 
disposed of by the Maryon Wilsons.
The common delay in development on the two privately owned estates is 
impossible to attribute to any single cause. Specifically the Lambeth 
Wick development was adversely affected by the general London building 
slunp of the late 1820s, and possibly the Maryon Wilson responded in 
like fashion to later vagaries in the metropolitan building cycle. As the 
family regarded this estate as the inferior Hampstead holding, perhaps 
energies were channelled into promoting development on the more lucrative 
lands to the north east. In both instances a lack of demand for the type 
of housing provided may have proved influential, but this is impossible 
to state with any degree of certainty; in any case, by the close of the 
century both estates exhibited a population structure broadly in agreement 
with the type of house that had been erected.
It is interesting to draw a further parallel between the two Hampstead 
estates, for although these were building at approximately the same time, 
as already noted the Maryon Wilson was a prolonged and the British Land 
Company a relatively short duration development. Tenure differences are 
unlikely to have been responsiblejfor while freehold offers a security 
not present in leasehold, this is less apparent if one compares it ”with 
the beginning of a ninety nine year lease. As regards the land company
2 5  6
estate, its favourable location situated as it was in a solidly middle 
class area and yet possessing reasonably priced houses, could well have 
proved important in its rapid building success.
Finally, the more diverse population structure as exhibited by the two 
Lambeth estates stands in marked contrast to the greater homogeneity shown 
by their Hauçstead counterparts. In the case of the Heathrow and Maryon 
Wilson estates, these differences can largely be seen as the outcome of the 
owners' attitude to development, but as regards Carlile and Lambeth Wick, 
such information is lacking. The only tentative but general explanation 
that can be advanced concerns the broader population structure of the two 
mother parishes concerned; Lambeth more diverse and less zonal by comparison 
with Hampstead, where the western portion largely housed the lower middle 
and working classes, while much of the eastern area and more especially 
the Hampstead village neighbourhood, catered for the iç>per middle and more 
affluent classes to the virtual exclusion of all others.
In conclusion, no single force can be identified as moulding an estate's 
character; one may have taken precedence, but a multiplicity of factors 
relating to ownership, tenure and location all played their part in 
producing the similar and contrasting features described above.
+1 Chapter 2, pp.80-6.
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CHAPTER 9 
CONCLUSIONS
In Camden and Lambeth, the patterns of growth during the nineteenth century 
exhibited partly similar and partly divergent trends. This chapter is 
intended to relate these findings to more general concepts of urban growth.
The recent work of historians such as H.J. Dyos, D. Olsen and F.M.L. Thompson 
has elucidated processes of land development and has focussed attention on 
the estate as a primary unit of the urban fabric, with property bounds 
as the main key to interpreting urban layout. Urban geographers, on the 
other hand, have been concerned to develop models embracing the growth of 
the city as a whole. That of E.W. Burgess, based on the theory of 
concentric expansion, emphasised a simple annular growth pattern in which 
each inner zone extended by colonisation of the next outer zone, giving 
continual change. As growth was assumed to take place outwards from a 
central area, followed in turn by ageing and decay, this model postulated 
radial expansion along a broad front as the dominant process in shaping the 
pattern of the city area. H. Hoyt put forward a modified view, taking into 
account direction as well as distance from the city centre. He suggested 
that different types of residential areas tended to grow outwards along 
distinct radii, with new growth on the outer arc of the sector tending to 
reproduce the character of earlier growth in the same sector. The 
multiple nuclei model developed subsequently by Harris and Ullman assumed 
that patterns of growth were centred on not one, but a series of expanding 
urban centres. 1) In each model, the zones recognised exhibit 
characteristic land use, and to some extent, distinctive morphology, 
while Social differentiation is implied in the status of different 
residential areas.
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Urban studies based on the application of these models have experimented 
with numerous criteria in their analyses of zonation and delimitation of 
distinctive zones. Land values and rent levels are crucial in central- 
area definition, while residential areas have been differentiated 
'ecologically', using indices of socio-economic character. 2 ) vi/hatever 
the means of analysis, however, the assumption common to all studies of 
zonation is that differentiation is brought about by processes of growth.
Yet, as the work of historians has amply shown, the primary unit of urban 
development on the ground is the building estate. It is necessary 
therefore to examine more closely the inter-relationships between patterns 
of developing estates and wider metropolitan zones.
This study of nineteenth century Camden and Lambeth has been concerned 
principally with the initial development of estates. The method of inquiry 
has been primarily historical, and has aimed at establishing, in as 
detailed a sequence as possible, the onset of building, district by district. 
However, the context of inquiry has been geographical, in that the areas 
chosen form comparable districts of the Metropolis, extending outwards 
from the central area, in opposed directions. 'Ecological' character has 
been indicated for registration Districts and Ecclesiastical parishes, by an 
examination of densities and rates of increase of population, as well as 
indices of housing congestion. Charles Booth's descriptions of the social 
composition of School Board districts have also been quoted. This is a 
crude spatial framework, but it has permitted some interpretation of 
patterns of growth, especially in the context of distance and direction 
from the central area. Finally, the study of estates illustrates some 
reasons for variation of character from, as well as conformity with, the 
model patterns.
In general terms, the sequences of development that cein be identified for 
both Boroughs accord with the model of concentric zonation. Major periods of
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building expansion may be successively distinguished at increasing 
distances from central London; likewise the incidence of decades of maximum 
population and house stock increments. Although in 1 8 0 0 , the built up 
area of London had extended less far south of the River Thames than to the 
north, by 1 8 3O the development of both Camden and Lambeth, within a two 
mile radius of Charing Cross, was largely complete. In fact, for much of 
Camden and for central Lambeth and Clapham, major building occurred between 
1 8 2 0 and 1 8 8 0 , but while Camden is entirely contained within the five mile 
radius, Lambeth extends nearly seven miles south, and development in its 
outer districts dates from 1 8 5O to 1 9OO. Within the five mile limit, 
development had passed its peak by C.1 8 7O (Kentish Town) and C.1 8 8O 
(Brixton), while approaching the seven mile limit (Norwood and Streatham), 
the peak had been passed by 1 9OO. The two highest decennial increases for 
Kentish Town are 90 and 5^ per cent (consecutive) and for Brixton 7 6 and 
7 7 per cent (similarly), and these correspond to actual increases, over a 
period of twenty years, of some 43-43000 inhabitants. Parallels can also 
be drawn in respect of densities per acre for comparable distances from the 
centre, with a range in the 1 8 9OS from 1 3O and over in the inner districts 
(much of Holborn, Waterloo and Lambeth Church), to 3O-6O (Kentish Town 
and Brixton). The onset of population decline, albeit gradual and locally 
fluctuating, can be placed at 1 8 3 I-I8 6 I (Holborn),and 1 8 6 I-1 8 7 I (Waterloo and 
Lambeth Church).
These broad manifestations of symmetrical development do however mask 
certain irregularities. That affecting Lambeth in the early decades of the 
nineteenth century has just been noted, while for part of Camden development 
was retarded through the mid century years, due to leasing constraints on 
the Hampstead property belonging to the Maryon Wilson family. Thus the 
western part of the parish which lay within the five mile radius was 
developed in the late nineteenth century^ contemporary with part of Lambeth 
in the five to seven mile zone. The Hampstead experience is also
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exceptional in that a sizeable proportion of the Maryon Wilson estate was 
retained as an open space and was extended by means of substantial 
grants of land from the adjoining owner, Lord Mansfield. This was without 
parallel elsewhere in the Metropolis, for if common land was retained at 
all, its bounds were rarely if ever extended. 3 )
An uneven rate of expansion, notably in relation to building cycles, 
explains why the development time-spans for successive concentric zones 
nearly always overlap. The configuration of estates did not on the whole 
affect the progress of building, since development tended to occur at roughly 
the same time over properties at a similar distance from central London.
Whereas some properties extended laterally, however, (for example, the 
Eton and Eyre estates in Hampstead, and Kennington manor in Lambeth), others
were radially disposed, (such as the Maryon Wilson and Southampton estates
in Camden) , and in Lambeth, the Thurlow holding at Norwood,and Lambeth Wick).
Building would begin on an accessible part of the estate, development might
be prolonged, and infilling would continue for many years after the main
phase of activity had occurred. Thus urban morphology is sometimes to be
understood in terms of estate policy rather than building period; on the
Bedford estate in Bloomsbury, for example, the style of building at the end
of perhaps half a century of development was similar to that of the initial
phase. However, despite examples such as this, Camden and Lambeth offer
few, if any, instances of truly sectoral differentiation. During the first
half of the nineteenth century residential areas frequently exhibited a
the wealthy residences 
variety of dwellings in close juxtaposition; in St Paneras, for example
of north Bloomsbury faced the slum dwellings of Somers Town,and the latter's
road plan was actually conjoined with that of Figs Mead, an estate aimed at
middle class residents. Similarly, building on the Lambeth Wick estate
across the river ranged in social level from poor to good. 4) Even
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where an estate was radially disposed, the class of dwelling was not 
necessarily constant, for example, as on the Southampton estate, where 
an area of impoverished terraces north of Euston Road gave way to a more 
prosperous district around Primrose Hill, Thus the possibility of 
perpetuating like by like sectorally, had hardly arisen. One form of 
expansion leading to linear differentiation can be cited, namely residential 
development along major roads. Such frontages were generally considered 
to best realise the building potential of adjacent land, and were favoured 
sites (witness Lambeth Wick and Heathrow), whereas the houses built behind 
the frontages might be more modestly planned. But this is hardly sectoral 
development. The intrusion of railway lines into built up areas had the 
opposite effect of impoverishing residential conditions, but the degree of 
impoverishment varied enormously, as lines carried in tunnels and cuttings 
had less effect than viaducts and surface lines. Since in both Camden and 
Lambeth railways overcame gradients by all these methods, and since too they 
comprised both main line and peripheral routes, their advent did not impose 
clear sectoral patterns; rather they added to the complexity of the urban 
mosaic.
Nor are there many examples in either Camden or Lambeth of more varied 
patterns of growth deriving from the existence of separate nuclei. At the 
metropolitan level, the growth of London is centred on both the City and 
Westminster, and there is little evidence of this duality affecting the 
pattern of development in Camden or Lambeth, except perhaps in the early 
nineteenth century, when the westwards movement of fashionable residency 
favoured Belgravia rather than Bloomsbury. At a more local level, internal 
focii existed in the form of village centres, some of which attracted limited 
development preceding the onset of major building expansion between 1 8 2O and 
1900. However this expansion nearly always proceeded from the main built up 
area, and the village centres, once surrounded, soon lost their 
distinctiveness; for example, as with West End in Hampstead and Norwood in
262
south Lambeth. As exceptions, one can point to the well-to-do village 
centres of Hampstead, Clapham and Streatham, which successfully resisted 
transformation for a long period.
The spread of building to cover virtually the entire area of each Borough
was accompanied by movements of individuals and households, producing
'ecological' growth patterns. In his 'Survey of London' Charles Booth wrote
'... generally the movement takes place 
gradually from ring to ring, accompanied by
a slow change of class the tendency
(is) for the better-to-do classes to fly the 
furthest off, centrifugally,with the result 
that residential London tends to be arranged by 
class in rings with the most uniform poverty at 
the centre.' 3)
Despite the prolonged stability of some neighbourhoods,this was certainly
true of both Camden and Lambeth. The acute poverty of the inner districts
wasevidenced by mounting congestion; although their population totals had
persons
fallen from raid century or soon after, in some cases the ratio ofj^ per house 
continued to rise for another two or three decades, leading to averages of 
more than 12 in the worst districts of Holborn and more than 9 iu those of 
northern Lambeth. Such an index emphasises the decay conmon to the inner 
zones of both Boroughs but masks their individual disabilities, such as the 
narrow Holborn courts and the noxious industries and proneness to flooding 
of riverine Lambeth. Philanthropic attempts to build dwellings for the 
poor and projects for urban renewal towards the end of the century were 
chiefly directed at Camden; in comparison, little was done to ameliorate 
housing conditions in Lambeth.
However, as indicated by Booth, any change in residential character took 
time to effect, and the Lambeth Wick estate situated at the outer margin of 
the two mile zone is an example of such stability. Here the balance of 
middle and working class population created in the l8 2 os remained unaltered 
at the close of the century, save for the loss of a few truly affluent
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residents and a small influx of poorer tenants. Many of the other
estates beyond the two mile radius also demonstrated a remarkable stability 
of character after the building frontier had moved on and beyond. This 
largely derived from the nature of the houses built, the majority of which 
were designed from the outset to meet the demands of the middle and upper 
working classes who exerted the greatest pressure for accommodation as the 
century progressed. The example of the Heathrow estate in Lambeth 
(Westminster Freehold Land Society), suggests that changes in the occupancy 
of individual dwellings were apt not to affect neighbourhood status for at 
least a generation and perhaps longer, in the absence of new styles or 
standards of housing. But those properties where development was aimed 
at wealthier tenants were liable to change noticeably, both with the passage 
of time, and in the case of estates beyond the building frontier, with 
metropolitan expansion. Certain of these properties, more particularly 
north of the river, employed road barriers as artificial preservers of
respectability; for example, both the Bedford and Camden estates in
St Paneras."'"^
By the close of the century the residential status of most affluent 
developments had deteriorated, even when the landowners pursued an active 
management policy; in the case of those estates protected by barriers, the 
onset of decline could predate their removal, which was widespread during the 
1 8 9 0 s. Elsewhere wealthy residences set in spacious grounds were generally 
replaced by smaller houses during the closing decades of the century. The
former sequence has been described for Bloomsbury and Camden Town, and the 
latter occurs repeatedly in the history of Streatham and south Lambeth.'*’^ 
These are events which may well have provided the main source of 
contemporary comments on population movements in the suburbs. By the 
close of the century the greater part of Lsunbeth Borough exhibited a fairly
+1 Chapter 6, Part 1, p.194-9.
+2 Map 2:vi
+3 Chapter 4 , pp.138-42,149,153,166-7,
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narrow range of middle to upper working class housing, varying
chiefly in age and according well with the concentric zone model. Camden 
displayed a greater variety of pattern and wider range of residential 
character; it accords less well with such a generalisation. A particular 
anomaly lies in Hampstead, whose southern and eastern estates retained their 
well-to-do development long after the building frontier had advanced 
further north. It may be that proximity to open space, as well as rising 
ground and distant views all played a part in sustaining the demand which 
maintained the individuality of this particular district.
In the past, the pace and direction of expansion in nineteenth century
London especially during the second half of the century, has also been
seen as influenced by the growth of transport systems and in particular,
by the provision of railway services. 6) These views have since been
modified in the light of research findings which show that with a few
notable exceptions, internal transport facilities played a minor role in
London's growth.
'The idea that the metropolis was the child of the 
railways, particularly of the suburban commuting 
railways, is pleasantly easy to grasp but almost 
wholly mistaken. It has been seriously undermined 
by recent work on transport history; but any 
endeavour to substitute for the railways some more 
humble and more flexible transport improvement as 
a prime agent of development - for example, horse- 
drawn omnibuses, or horse-drawn trams - is doomed to the 
same fate.' 7)
However, within both Boroughs the pace of expansion during the early 
nineteenth century was clearly influenced by the building of certain new 
roads; in the case of Camden for example, Finchley Road stimulated 
development on the Eyre estate, while across the river, the provision of 
new Thames bridges and their associated road networks promoted expansion in 
North Lambeth. Nevertheless, while radial highways always attracted a 
certain amount of ribbon development, and a bordering main road continued
+1 Chapter 2, pp.56,63 ; Chapter 3» pp. 89-90,95.
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to enhance the building potential of an estate, the provision of bus, rail
and tram services usually followed after a certain amount of building and
population growth had been achieved. For example, bus services were
initially confined to the innermost districts of both Camden and Lambeth,
the services declining in number as population densities fell with
increasing distance from central London. Similarly, of the several railway
lines that crossed each Borough during the 1 8 3O6 and l860s, affecting the
Brixton and Clapham districts of Lambeth, and to the north, both C^den
and Kentish Towns together with Hampstead, the majority of stations were
located within easy reach of areas where a substantial amount of building
had already occurred. Although these services may have intensified
expansion or even encouraged residents to move to the neighbourhoods affected,
they cannot be seen as instigators of development; however, on rare
occasions the provision of public transport was made in advance of
substantial building expansion. This was the case regarding one district
in Camden and another in Lambeth; the Metropolitan and St Johns Wood Railway
built its station at West Hampstead in 1879, and the West End of London and
Crystal Palace line crossed both Norwood and Streatham somewhat earlier,
in 1 8 3 6 . Although in all districts the building of the lines was followed
by rapid expansion over many estates, this provision of rail services cannot
be held solely responsible for development. It is true that the experience
of West Hampstead provides the most positive example of transport related
growth within the area under study, but even here the railway only enlarged
and emphasised an already existing development potential. The district
stood on the contemporary building frontier, limited development had already
occurred in the vicinity of the line, and there were no tenure problems to
+1restrict the supply of land.
+1 Chapter 4, pp.159-62.
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During the nineteenth century, development within the Boroughs of Camden 
and Lambeth was thus clearly responding to a complex interplay of forces, 
some operating on a metropolitan scale and others at a local parish or 
estate level. The former largely comprised the influence exerted by the
climate of metropolitan building, whether favourable or otherwise to
expansion, and generally expressed itself in a readiness to fulfill current 
demands for accommodation from major sections of the population. The latter 
were considerably more varied, and included tenurial and leasing constraints, 
the inclination of individual landowners to develop their estates and the 
type of tenant they sought to encourage, and the ability of a neighbourhood 
to support and attract a specific class of resident. Topography also played 
a part, as did the provision of public transport in specific localities.
As Snrys Jones points out, such factors could promote local patterns of 
growth :
'In so far as certain trends have been allowed 
to fashion our cities, these must be discovered 
and analysed, but it must be realized that the 
trends are the sum total of human action and 
decision, and these need not always conform to 
an idealized pattern.' 8 )
Nevertheless, the progress of development within both Camden and Lambeth
has been shown to have broadly accorded with that of the Metropolis as a
whole; furthermore, parallels can be drawn as between the two Boroughs
themselves, in terras of distance from central London and the timing and nature
of building that occurred over the mileage zones thus identified. Thus
despite the importance of local factors in determining the course of events
in some neighbourhoods, and the obvious limitations of applying a theory of 
'model' growth, these similarities clearly demonstrate the existence of
both metropolitan and intra-metropolitan trends, and accord with Emrys
Jones' final conclusion that
'... generalizations - however narrow or naive or 
unsophisticated, and however much at variance with 
the uniqueness of cities - must still be looked for, 
and chaos resolved into intelligible patterns;'. 9)
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KEY TO TABLES
1) Tables 2:i - 2:vi, 3:i - 3«vi
a) Registration area : The capital letters denote census Districts 
and the small letters either census Subdistricts or parish 
divisions.
b) Census registration Districts and Subdistricts : For the areas they 
comprised, see Maps 2:ii A and 2:ii B (Camden) and 3:ii A and
3:ii B, (Lambeth).
c) Parish area : See Map 3:i for Clapham and Streatham.
d) The Holborn District of Camden : Up to this embraced St Giles,
St George the Martyr and Saffron Hill Subdistricts. Subsequently 
it was enlarged and the total for the entire District is omitted 
from the table, as much of its new area lay beyond the bounds of 
Camden.
e) The Saffron Hill Subdistrict of Camden : This embraced Hatton Garden, 
Ely Rents, Ely Place, part of St Sepulchre and the Charterhouse, in 
addition to Saffron Hill.
f) The Regents Park, Camden Town and Kentish Town Subdistricts of Camden: 
Between 1 8 9 1 and 1 9OI their boundaries were appreciably altered,
(Maps 2:ii A and 2:ii B). Thus no statistics for 1 9OI are given,
as direct comparisons cannot be made with previous census returns.
g) The Kennington Second, Brixton and Norwood Subdistricts of Lambeth % 
Between 1 8 9 I and 1 9OI their boundaries were altered,(Maps 3:ii A 
and 3:ii B). Although the 1901 figures are thus not strictly 
comparable with those for previous census returns, it was decided to 
include them as this closing decade of the century saw major
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expansion within the two latter Subdistricts and was thus of great 
importance in the chronological expansion of the Borough as a whole.
h) House stock : This represents the combined figures for inhabited and 
uninhabited houses.
2 Tables 2:vii Ay 2:vii B. %:viii 3:vli A, 3:vii B and 3:viii A
a) Average number per house : This is calculated by dividing the total 
population return by the number of inhabited houses.
b) Theoretical increase or decrease in population : This is determined 
by multiplying the average number per house at a census point by the 
actual increase or decrease in population over the subsequent census 
interval. For example; take the St George Bloomsbury Subdistrict, 
1 8 4 1 -1 8 5 1 • The average number per house in l84l was 8.15 and the 
house stock declined by 8 5 over this interval. The loss of house 
stock indicates that the population should also have declined, and 
the theoretical decrease in their number is obtained by the following: 
8 . 1 5  X - 8 5  = -6 9 2 .7 5 * However the actual decline was -174 persons, 
well below the level indicated by the loss of house stock, and thus 
the average number per house had risen slightly by 1 8 5 1 to 8 .4 l.
Similarly, if the increase in population exceeded the theoretical 
level indicated by the growth in house stock, the average number per 
house would tend to rise.
c) House stock - see note 1 h)
d) The Saffron Hill Subdistrict of Camden - see note 1 e)
e) The Regents Park, Camden Town and Kentish Town Subdistricts of
Camden - see note 1 f)
f) The Kennington Second, Brixton and Norwood Subdistricts of Lambeth - 
see note 1 g)
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Table 2:vii A, Sections 1 - 7 »  The Holborn Registration Subdistricts. 
Showing the average number per house at each census point from 
1 8 3 1 to 1 9 0 1 1 together with the actual and the theoretical 
population growth or decline over the same period, and giving 
the population densities for the census years 1 8 6 1 to 1 9OI
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Table 2:vii B, Sections 1 - 4. The St Paneras Registration Subdistricts. 
Showing the average number per house and the population density at each 
census point from 1861 to 1901, together with the actual and the 
theoretical population growth or decline over the same period
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Table 2:viii A, Sections 1 - 4. Hampstead parish.
Giving population and housing statistics for the 
Ecclesiastical parish divisions at each census point from 
1871 to 1901.
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Notes 2;viii A, Section 3
1) Map 2 :iv D should be used as a base for this table.
2) The combined return for St Saviour and St Mary the Virgin is equivalent 
to that for St Saviour alone(census l8 8 l).
3) St James was abstracted from St I4ary Kilburn in 1 8 8 8 , and thus the 
combined area of St Mary Kilburn and St James on Map 2 :iv D is 
equivalent to that of St Mary Kilburn on Map 2:iv B, (census l8 8 l).
4) Emmanuel was abstracted from Holy Trinity in 1 8 8 3 , and St Cuthbert 
in 1 8 8 8 . Thus the combined areas of St John, Holy Trinity, St
Cuthbert and Ebmanuel on Map 2:iv D are equivalent to that of St John
and Holy Trinity on Map 2:iv B, (census 1 8 8 1 ).
5 St Augustine and All Souls are omitted, as part of their area lay
outside Hampstead, and no separate return is made for the area as lay 
within and beyond the parish bounds. (Map 2 :iv D).
337
oA
■H
•H
•H>
A
(D I—I X
ë
uc ® o A•H
X -H 0 (Q ® X d Jh O ® O P( 73 ®
DvA
OJT-
[Nvo
r-
A
g
T-r—
v~VO
A
d
OCO
vô
A
AA
INA
VOA
dA
7
lÂA
§
m ‘cQ•H 73 rî *H ÎH ® *H > ® P X p.,-H tû 73 X ®
X ® tû X
O X 2 U_ X O ® 
ùR -H X ®
AA
d
A
V-
(N °Â
CO
r-
d
r-
Â
A
A
d
A
d
r~
VO
00
VO
r-A
A
ÎR
A
T—
AIN
OO
A
00
Â
AT-#
IN
IN
A
OA
id
AA Ad
dA
X 73O 0P5s *H (ûX 0 X 0® X  ® K A d OO A Ü r~ VO IN A (A 17— CO d d A A , INP E X 2 T A O d A O A CO IN T— CO VO O IN A A A0 3 X 0 A A OO A VO A T— IN A A A VO oo A A A CNX C -H X T- r- A . d A
3 .X 2 0
10 3'H'H•HO CQ2 •H P •H® P 2 >A ®  0'HX 73 73 VO A A O A A IN d A A T— O A A T— A oo O
X  2 -H d A O 00 OO r- d VO lA d VO d A A T- d INO A (0 X , •
vc 2 2 2 d T— IN A A A d A 00 A o A Â CN A A CN d^  A 2 ® 
0
r- A T- A A
2O•H
P®X X VO VO OO d A T- IN CO A CN V A A A A r- IN
® 2 A VO A A A A vo A o 00 CO O r- A A r* \- A
P  Pi VO IN IN A O V" VO OO o A CO CN d O A VO IN AO O A A A A CO d A IN IN T- VO CN d VO A A O OX P-i A A
P(Q 02
0
E + +
®
1—1X ro P  0CO % P •H 3 +•H 2 02 2 22 2 ® c ♦H ® X
® •H + ^ 2 E 0
P, bO X S 2
2 p 2 2 2 3 2
X •H 02 2 2 2  ^ t>9 ® O
® X X 3 2 3 X + E inü ü X ■f X X X P % o•H 2 0 -H X X X 1^ p p X  pP 3 2 2 X 5 2 2 •H •H •H •H 2 ci 2CO X 0 3 p 2 *H IX X X 2 0 + 0 +
® 2 ü X O 0 O bi; 2 tû 2 •H X X X
•H O Pi •H cc •H 2 0 X % O X >> 2 2 2 X 0 0 2 X 2 0
(Û •H P 0 > 2 O > "H P 2 2 s 2 2 P4 X X P 3 •y X P X ^0 CQ [Q P ® ® 2 ® > 0 ® ® ® ® ® O 3 2 2 o 3 O 3X •H •H 02 02 %  E 02 Pi A S X) Pi S  P *7) O ® X *7) O 0 •7) XÜ > 2 •H 0 02 X Eü -H X P P P  2 P  X P p P p P P P O P p p  p  3 P  PH X Ü 02 02 02 Pi 02 P OQ OQ 02 02 02 02 + 02 53 CQ W 02 02 02 X 02 02
338
Notes 2;viii A, Section 4
1) Map 2 iv E should be used as a base for this table.
2) Two new districts were formed between 189I and 1901, namely St Luke, 
abstracted from St John and Emmanuel in 1 8 9 6, and St Paul Kilburn 
abstracted from St Mary Kilburn in 1898.
Kilburn
3 ) The combined areas of St Mary Kilburn, St James and St Paulj^ on Map 2:iv E 
are virtually equivalent to that of St Mary Kilburn and St James on
Map 2:iv D, (census 1 8 9 1), St Paul extending for a short distance 
west of the parish boundary.
^ The combined areas of St John, Holy Trinity, St Cuthbert, Emmanuel and
St Luke on Map 2:iv E are equivalent to that of St John, Holy Trinity,
St Cuthbert and Emmanuel on Map 2:iv D, (census 1 891).
5) The combined areas of St John, Emmanuel and St Luke on Map 2:iv E 
are equivalent to that of St John and Emmanuel on Map 2:iv D,
(census 1 8 9 1).
€) All Souls and St Augustine are again omitted as part of their area lay
outside Hampstead, and only a single return is made. (Map 2:iv E).
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Table 2;viii B, Sections 1-2. St Paneras parish. 
Giving population and housing statistics for the 
Ecclesiastical parish divisions that made up the 
census Subdistrict of Kentish Town, for the years 
1871 and 1 9 0 1 .
340
D-
00
§
•HP
ü
0
CQ
PQ
•H
•H
>
A
0
a
X
0
2
ü
U
rt 0
o  Pi
•H
p  %
0  P
0 VO q A S p i
A
o o
VO
OO Rr S
T~
T-
A
VO
A  2 VO o A • •
O 0 T— A OO
i
r - v o V“
d< 73 VO o o tN OO A IN A o
T-
A
T-
V
K-
2
•H
0
0  0
0  2 0 0 VO A tN A VO A A X -
2  ü A A A O •CN A A T-
<; 0 r - A A r - t - r -
M
ü
o
p
0
X  0  
0  0 r - A A A CO OO
p  p- O VO A O A O OO Ao  o CO A T- A VO A tN VO
X  X V“ A A t - T- r - T-
2
O
X  2  -H
0  2  *H 0
X  O *H
2  -H P  >
0  P  2  *H
A  0  0  73
X  73
X  3  -H X O A A o o A r - A T-
O A  0  O VO A -=t A VO tN A o
o  0  0 •
^  A  2  0 O v~ A Â A r* Â VO
2
O
•H
P
0
A [N. A X o o A A A VO
P  A T- X-
■rR
n t T“ VO Q A T-
O O A CO CO T— CO O A A
X  Pi T- A CN CO OO A VO A
T-
A
T—
X
X
X 73
w X
X
2  X  
0  X
X X X X
2 2 ü X 2  X
0 0 ? 0 o
0 O 2 2 p X O X
0 X 0 X P 3 0 2 0 ü X  ü
P P3 P  0 0 O 3 3 2 o O
0 0  0 X X X A O 0 p
bO 0 b o x 0 p CQ X > 0
X  O ■ â
P
0
X
p
<2
£ 2 2
0
X
2
0
X  2  
P  0
0  X X bO X  0 2 X 0 0 f> 2  >
O 0 X
' â
X  P 0 2 P 73 bû % 0 0  0
X  X 0 X 0  3 2 < P X X  X
p  > X X X  bO X  O 0 X
0  X 0 X
s - a
2 P  X X o 0 2 3 2  3
0  73 0 X X 0 X  0
X X 0 X  X P
S  '3
0 X 2 2 P  2
0  X o o  a 2 X 2 O X '9 2  73
0  0 X X 0 O *H 3 0 X 2 0  2
X  X %: < s  0 S h) p X Pi X >> S  <
ü  2 2 X
ü  0 p p P  2 P P  0 P P p O P P  P
H  A CQ X X  < X CQ X X CQ X X X X  X
o
A
A
§
•H
P
ü
0
X
m
•H
•H
♦H>
A
P
a
2
0
Pi§
•H 
p
0  P
tH
0 03  ^
0 ü Pi 73 0
0 -—s 
0 0 
2 3 
U 0  
0 2  
0
2  ü  
*H
r -
0  tN  
0  OO
2 T-
C
0
P
0
I
I
§
•H
I I
X  P i
0 0
0 0
»
Â
RIN
0
0
«
ü
•H
S
0s s  
a § s
•p  -H +> 'HM w M m
5>
i
R
K \
Îet
•g
•H 
P  
2
P  0  
X X
P  3
X 0 
2
73 73
X  X
• 3  “
h
P  0X X X
s
CN
A
A
OO
0
5
^ 0 0  
O *H -H
1-3 p  p
Pi 2
2
P  0  0  O 
X  X  X  X
-2-
A
VO
O
ÎR
R
%
P
•H
.3
X
X X X
A
OO
$
R
1
3 2 0 
0 0 2 
Pi 73 0
A
X O X
0
1
A
A
A
R
O
X
2
S)
<
g
O 0  
•H *H 
P  >  
0  -H 
0  73 
•H
2-g
”o ü
ü  0  
H Pi
0
0
73
HhO 0  
Ha «H
^ g
0 X
0£
S
P  P
X X
•H
X
£
0  
p
£
0
5
X
1
I
P
X
0  
X
g
•H
1
<0 k:
giH
0
X
.s
p
2
0
S
P
X
i
X
g
•H
•P
g
M
0
I
p  p
X X
I
g
•H
P
I
0
g
g
î
X
g
•H 
P  
2
0  P  
X X
i
X
g
•H 
-P
I
0
r? g
0  X  
S
73
i
ï3
g
O
a
H
C
X
I
£
0>
0
X
>>
p
•d
•H
è
%
g
X
I
X
g
X
g
ü
(2
p
X
i
X
g
X
0
73
Ü
0
0
P
X
342
NOTES a.:vHi 6
1) The Ecclesiastical parish divisions do not precisely correspond to
the boundaries of the Kentish Town Subdistrict. Between the 1 8 9 1
the boundary
and 1 9 0 1 census returns^f the Subdistrict was altered, but to enable 
.comparison to be made with the I8 7 I statistics the 1901 table refers 
to the old Subdistrict area.
2 ) Due to small boundary changes, in some cases the 1 8 7 1 and 1 9 0 1
Ecclesiastical parish divisions do not exactly correspond, (Maps
2:iv C and 2:iv F) but in general these alterations involve small 
areas and do not invalidate comparison between the earlier and the 
later returns.
3 ) The exact area of St Michael Highgate and the northern boundary of 
St Anne Highgate Rise/Brookfield are not known for I8 7 I» (Map 2:iv C) 
although they have been determined for 1901j (Map 2 :iv F).
4) Population densities will be distorted either by open land within
the division boundaries, as in the case of St Michael Hi^gate and 
St Anne Highgate Rise/Brookfield, or by sizeable tracts of railway 
sidings, as in the case of St Thomas Agar Town/Camden New Town, and 
Holy Trinity Haverstock Hill.
Table 2:ix St Paneras parish : Pavinp; Boards
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Act of Parliament to establish Paving Board Estate area affected
Date Number and description of Act
1772 12 Geo. 111. ch.69, (Public) *1 St Paneras, west of 
Tottenham Court Road
1789 29 Geo.111.ch.71, (Public) Somers
1794 34 Geo.111.ch.96, (Public) Foundling
1797 37 Geo.111.ch.80, (Public) Doughty
1800 39 & 40 Geo.111.ch.49,
(Local and Personal)
Bedford
1801 4l Geo.111.ch.131,(Local & Personal) Southampton
1803 43 Geo.111.ch.139,(Local & Personal) Southampton, and 
adjacent estate areas
1808 48 Geo.111.ch.86, (Local & Personal) Skinners, south of 
Euston Road
1810 30 Geo.111.ch.147,(Local & Personal) Lucas
1810 30 Geo.111.ch.170,(Local & Personal) Harrison
1811 31 Geo.Ill.ch.133,(Local & Personal) Brewers
1813 33 Geo.111.ch.62,(Local & Personal) *2 Crown
I8i4 34 Geo.111.ch.173,(Local & Personal) Paneras Union
l8i4 34 Geo.111.ch.229,(Local & Personal) Calthorpe
1813 33 Geo.111.ch.38, (Local & Personal) Holmes
1822 3 Geo.IV.ch.82, (Local & Personal) Camden
1824 3 Geo.IV.ch.70, (Local & Personal) Battle Bridge, west of 
Grays Inn Lane
1843 6 & 7 Viet.ch.70,(Local & Personal) Kentish Town and 
neighbourhood
1
1 Amended by 1791, 31 Geo.111.ch.l8, (Public)
1812, 32 Geo.111.ch.74, (Local & Personal)
*2 Amended by l824, 3 Geo.IV.ch.100 (Public)
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Table 3«vii A, Sections 1 - 6 .  The Lambeth Registration Subdistricts.
Showing the average number per house and the population
densities at each census point from 1841 to 1 9 0 1 , together
with the actual and theoretical population growth or
decline over the same period
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NOTES 3ivMt
1) The Ecclesiastical parish divisions do not precisely correspond
to the boundaries of the Waterloo Road and Lambeth Church Subdistricts,
2) The parish areas given for 1901 are only approximate, due to 
boundary alterations, (Maps 3:iv A and 3:iv D).
3) The population density figures for St Mary Lambeth will be 
distorted by the large amount of open space attached to Lambeth 
Palace, and those for All Saints and St John by the sizeable 
amount of land under the site of Waterloo Station.
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Note Tables 4:i A , 4:ii A, 4:iii A and 4:iv A.
1. The totals for the Holborn Registration District 
refer to the area as lay within the bounds of 
the Borough of Camden; [see key to tables, Id)].
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Table k:v Districts and estates by location and major period of 
building
Notes
1. *VVhile the dates in the table comprise the main period of building 
expansion, development was prolonged and continued in subsequent 
years.
2. (N) and (S) denote districts and estates north and south of the
river, in Camden and Lambeth respectively.
3. The many small estates in St Paneras (together with existing 
detailed work on estate history for both St Paneras and Hampstead) 
result in more numerous entries for Camden than for Lambeth.
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Table 6 :i A Progress of building
Lambeth Wick Estate
Notes
1. ^Numbers 1-23 Cranmer Road lie outside the bounds of the estate.
2. House numbers are inclusive unless stated otherwise.
3 . ’jb’ denotes a sequential numbering sequence.
4. Once a frontage is complete it is omitted from subsequent! columns.
5» The dates of the Rate returns and valuations are as follows:
22.May 1829, 1 .September 1840, 8 , January 1 8 3 O and 31.May 1 8 8O.
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Table 6 :ii A Conveyancing of plots and initiation of building
Lambeth Wick Estate
Sources: Records, Lambeth Palace Library and Greater London Record Office.
Notes
1. House numbers are inclusive unless stated otherwise.
2 . + denotes re-lease; see appendix to table for details.
3 * * denotes leases for which the full text is not available.
(These are leases not located in Lambeth Palace Library for which 
only the basic details of lease date and' property in question are 
available in the original notes for the Survey of London by London 
County Council, housed in the Greater London Record Office.)
4. In column 5 ('Other information'), an attempt is made to verify 
whether the lease in question was granted for an open plot, or for 
plot and house (s). Information is taken from Rate returns and 
Census enumeration, both of which may identify houses in occupation. 
Unfortunately they are of limited assistance, as there is often a 
lapse in time of several years between the lease date and the next 
rate or Census return. In addition, the 1829 rate return is 
defective. The possibility of some conveyances being re-leases 
is a further complication.
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Table 6 ;iii A Sections 1-1; Lambeth Wick Estate. Taking four groups of 
houses representing different classes of building and giving the names 
and occupations for each head of family as enumerated in the census 
returns for 1 8^1 , 1 8 5 1 , 1 8 6 1 and 1 8 7 1
Notes
1 . Where a house was in multiple occupation, it was not always possible 
to allocate the servants, if any, to a specific household.
2. Section 1 : Claremont Place
The four southernmost premises in this terrace following number 12 
represent a group of shops for which the numbering frequency varied. 
However, each premise can be identified in successive census returns 
according to the trade carried on by the head of family. This entire 
frontage has since been demolished.
3. Section U: Henry Street
Only those clearly shown as separate 'heads of family' have been listed 
for 181|1 , but owing to the enumerator's imprecise method of indicating 
separate households, it is probable that some have been omitted. This 
census return is the only one to number Henry Street consecutively
from 1 to 18. The subsequent returns adopt a different method to
six
describe the^houses that follow number 1 2 & there is some doubt whether 
these houses as listed in 1 8 ^1 , l8 6 l and 1 8?1 can be directly 
compared with the premises as listed in 1 8W ; it is possible that the 
houses numbered 1 3 and 1U in the 1 8U1 return should in fact follow 1 8 , 
so the numbering sequence would read 1 to 1 2 consec., 1 5 to 1 8 consec., 
and finally, 13 and lU. However, in the absence of any conclusive 
evidence to the contrary, the returns have been left as presented 
by the successive enumerators.
4. s denotes a sequential numbering sequence.
390
11!
O  O  0
CO w
tO'
p
0  cd w
“  0  - P
3'°
P 3
60 ” 
q  0  CM O q w ! “■
si
0 Ü O k P
ii:
r-'
P ra
3 X
X G
t1 P
3
ü O _ -G'
3 X G -,
H  ü X •rl p
X  ra G G G 3
3 3 O 3 X
X  > P •H P
3 P 0  0 3
E P 3 •rl O
3 -H M X  ra X
X  X P bX  3 ,- 3 X  r-
X  P 3 Av-r
•H X
5: M
U 
0 0 
Xi V) Ë 0
filg p kP 5C 0 M 0
II
A  3  
3  WX
G  CM
:!0 %
l e
IIIOOP 
-H 3  
X  (0 ra 
P >> rt X A 3 A—
3  3  
X  ra
II
jOrt
d-o w
0  0  p
î «
f-‘
p  ra
JI
ü  to
■H
0
i r
ë -gE
ra  i i  3
g
0 0 
J 3  Wg 0
0 to
 ^T3
PH A 0
0 to
ü W
G
!>s ro  3  3  
g  f> m 
P  3  O  
3  b o e j
391
S
sO
oo •d
t2
g >»
8 g
3 d)
O K
I:
Sî0(0 p
II
Is
o  p  
t u  0)
P
0 0 
W
S 0
G m
2 'W -
'Zl.ëcM3 0'—e il
A 0 00 0 (H (0 
Æ  Tî W) O
(3 5
II •H 0
X  M
II
392
Zls
-
to X g
iSliO M O (0 
C H 3 r-X bO E
iil
%3^
gg
II.
>1 rt
3 lâ’
MO g 
&-% 8
A H  <M
:|i
III
11
©WOP
t3 ^
g“l 1 
d%3SE 
3x3 58
393
U0 0II
OT OT
G
O G
d ra
>
p
3
3 P iO
G 3
X  H X
O
OT OT 0 OT
II■S i OT u
M
q q 
0 0 P<TJ
OT CM
o H
OT Xî fn
0 0
_  W) W)
-ai
Ile
CO
lj
0 0
r-3 0  0  CM
11
OT 0  P
OT 0
a p 
'^'2 8 
sic
I
W 0
G 0
& "ë
5 g
G p w
P G
S
à
! P
ü  H  C\J 
p  O v-r
Pk
I P
■ Ü s U 1“ '
Cd Qi
OT 0
394
U 0 0 
Æ  W g 0
II.
-•g
ü
X p m 3 3 bO
- g  3 ^ 0 J
-S
I g
ë g
OT
00 »H 
W P
> § ■ §
II
m
1 1
p O  3
X
X  A
G r a  G  X
3 3  3  3
ë ail
ü a "g
m
p 3
3 X
bO
X 3
O C3
H X
H CM
X X
X X  H
3  ra
:s G P  r a  P
3 P  ra  3
3  3  bO 
m  P  X
X  p  3 X  o
3  3  ra 3  G  X
A ü N  3
P  3  , - •H  3  CM
O  X
S W
L 3  p  ' p '53 &O  0 ) 'O  
H
p
o
wS0 O 
0  ü
H 'S
H  0  
0  OT
P
§•1
W ü
ü
o  mI-
h
gè
I
0 0
0 O 3  3H
3  CM
bO  3  ra
w  ra
Œ  X
' 3
11 3  bO
bO
I
- S
E-t
P
3  3  X ra
=1
&■
S^ÿ “
3  3  s
b û  A
1
^  ü  ^  ü
r a  C  
u  X
la
&4
II
.g §•
il
L
g
H e il
m  X •ë-ë
p  3  X  p
lise
x.5| g
395
to 3
eu 3
P
ilg".
o  p  ra
3 3 §
3  3  c  o  g
P^AX^i
SSrapja
P O  3  3  c  X
P s r p
I H  M
W)!|:Cd id O
X  ra  " "  ra G r OXV^
X  pâ -H
ra 3
II
U 0 0 
x> wII 0 PS8eu
CO
0II
= s S |
- 0
II
P  
m  CO
II
- G  55
il A  A
S 8
P
P  / - s
ill
3  X
S.Se
cd o
0  (H
gl-
3  ra
o
:gl
Ile
f-l 
0 0 
Xi cq
3
bO
3
X
3 X
ra O
O  o
«
II
- G ^
II
A " "
«I
A  W
3 O CO P X bo 
_  3  G
I gg-H i 2»
5: W
A  3
ra i* 
3  3  
ë  X  
3  ra
3
■ g
ra  3
3  Ch
I
o  ra  
CO
!Ï
p
3  3X ra
l3 |S
p  CO3 &
«§
3  &
A X
o
II«I
q  
0 0
II
1 i~lc p X X
g
g S
3  A  3  
H -H ra  G  ra  
3  X  ü  G  
X  3  «— ü  o  
O  A ' —  O  X  
«
ra 3
sli3: g ra
grSe
« ;
“ i .s
llfl53 a
0
OT ü  
0 rt
3 3 â
îll
396
Table 6:i B Progress of building
Westminster Freehold Land Society Estate, Brixton
Notes
1. House numbers are inclusive unless stated otherwise.
2. denotes a sequential numbering sequence.
3. Once a frontage is completed it is omitted from subsequent columns. 
U. The dates of the Rate valuations are as follows: 31.May, 1880,
BO.May, 1890 and 31.May, 1900.
5. #Railton Road. Both the estate plan of 1855 and the building
regulations indicate that no housing was planned for this frontage. 
The building plots were all numbered sequentially along the internal 
east-west roads, omitting this frontage altogether.
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Table 6 ;iii B Builders
Westminster Freehold Land Society Estate, Brixiton
Name Address Locality
Bates, John Chaucer Road Estate
Beestow, James Millbrook Road, Brixton Local
Clarke, Thomas 1) Herne Hill Local
2 ) Spencer Road Estate
Fulcher, Henry Shakespeare Road Estate
Groombridge,W Loughborough Park Road, Brixton Local
Harris, G. Milton Road Estate
Keen, James Milton Road Estate
Peacock, Arthur Mayall Road, Brixton Local
Sanders, J. Eagle Terrace, Brixton Local
Sayer(s), J. 1 ) Effra Parade Estate
2 ) Milton Road Estate
Tolputt, J.H. Milkwood Road, Brixton Local
Wagstaff, G. and Son Holborn Central London
Wicken and Sons Water Lane, Brixton Local
Wright, John 1) Shakespeare Road Estate
2) Spencer Road Estate
3 ) Milton Road Estate
Source : District Surveyors’ Returns, I8 7I-I8 7 8 .
Note ;
Builders engaged on the Effra Parade and the Dulwich, Railton and Shakespeare 
Road frontages have been omitted as only part of these roads formed frontages 
for the Land Society Estate, and it is not possible to locate premises 
precisely.
400
Table 6 ;iv B Sections 1-3
Westminster Freehold Land Society Estate, Brixton, in 18?1; socio­
economic data arranged by streets
Table 6 :iv B, Section 1 : Occupations of heads of family
6 :iv B, Section 2 : Percentages of total number of heads of family
belonging to selected groups of occupations
6 :iv B, Section 3 : Number of houses 1 ) occupied by more than one
family and 2 ) with lodgers or boarders
Source : Census Enumeration Books
Notes
1 ) General
Railton Road and the estate mews have both been omitted. The 1 871 
Census lists only two houses in Railton Road, and these of undetermined 
locationj no entry was found for the mews.
2) Occupational groupings (Sections 1 and 2)
Occupational groupings have been drawn up in an attempt to provide a 
profile of estate residents, road by road. These groupings, which are 
based on types of employment, differ from those of the Census return, 
which were considered unsuitable for the purpose. The group headings 
are self explanatory except for 'Shop Trades' and 'Miscellaneous',
a) Shop Trades ;
The following comprise the trades included under this grouping: baker and 
general shop keeper; bookseller; butcher; cheesemonger; chemist; clothier; 
draper; druggist; grocer; law stationer; milliner; oil and colourman; 
provision trader; stationer and tailor. The residents were either 
enumerated as independent tradesmen or as assistants to tradesmen.
b) Miscellaneous :
If the precise nature of an occupation was not clear, it was placed 
in the Miscellaneous category, so as to avoid as far as possible the 
distortion of better defined categories.
3) Shared household (Section 3)
In a shared household the census enumerator was ordered to list each 
family separately. However, this was not always done, and it is possible 
that the number of shared households in Effra Parade should be higher 
than indicated. In addition, the number of lodgers and boarders may 
also be higher than is shown, again due to enumeration errors.
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Table 7:1 A Progress of building 
Maryon Wilson Estate, Finchley Road 
Notes
1. House numbers are inclusive unless stated otherwise.
2 . denotes a sequential numbering sequence.
3. Once a frontage is coutlete it is omitted from subsequent columns. 
i|. Date when paved. The statistics in this column refer to
Table ^ : iiiA which gives the dates of the various orders. Table J:iv^ 
gives a detailed resume of the paving works in Canfield Gardens.
5.' Final total of houses. This is taken from the Rates return for 
Lady Day, 1900 with the following exceptions. The totals for 
Aberdare Gardens, Broadhurst Gardens (south side), Goldhurst Terrace 
(north side) and Greencroft Gardens are taken from the return 
for Lady Day 1905, and that for Goldhurst Terrace (south side) from 
the return for Lady Day 1930.
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Table 7:ii A Builders
Maryon Wilson Estate, Finchley Road
412
Name Address Locality
Dent, H. Canfield Gardens Estate
Dixon, J.M. (1) Shepherds Bush
(2) Canfield Gardens
(3) Finchley Road
(U) Greencroft Gardens
West London 
Estate 
Local 
Estate
Estcourt, E. (1) St Johns Wood
(2) Broadhurst Gardens
(3) Canfield Gardens
Local
Estate
Estate
Kellond, 0. (l ) Iverson Road, Kilburn 
(2) Goldhurst Terrace
Local
Estate
Stevens, Baldwin & (1) Finchley Road Station Local
Thorp(e), Messrs (2) Broadhurst Gardens Estate
Tomblin, Mr (1) 83 Fernhead Road
(2) Canfield Gardens
Unknown
Estate
Wells, J.N. (1) Kentish Town
(2) Cotleigh Road, Kilburn
Local
Local
Source : District Surveyors Returns, 1879-1888.
Note ; Builders engaged on the Broadhurst Gardens, Goldhurst Terrace and 
Priory Road frontages have been omitted as only part of these roads formed 
frontages for the Maryon Wilson Estate, and it is not possible to locate 
premises precisely. C. Kellond and Messrs Stevens, Baldwin & Thorpfe} are 
exceptions to this rule; while the former's activities were exclusively 
confined to Goldhurst Terrace and the latter's to Broadhurst Gardens, the large 
number of houses both completed means that a proportion were within the estate 
bounds.
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Table 7:üi A 
Paving sequence
Maryon Wilson Estate, Finchley Road 
Notes
1 . House numbers are inclusive
2. The reference to 'land' in the house or frontage affected column 
indicates that a length of undeveloped frontage was included in the 
paving order.
4 14
g o 43
a a a
r A XA
CM CM
XA c~- CO
O s O s O s ROO o o CO
*-3 >-S •-S
oo CO G
CM CM
4
3 OO
[sT
CO -p
CO CO oo Og
I l  | l
1— 1— oo r-
vO >- 
CO 00 
OO CO
ra S 
oo CO
1 1 1 1 1
oo CO oo
CM m m m XA
O s  O s  CN O s  O n
oo oo CO CO CO si
I I I
r  CM oo CO XA
O s  O s  O s  m
CO oo CO Q
00 CO CO 0 \
I I I  3 I
o m C-.
OO m  CM r -
m CA XA 0\  O s  O s  O s
oo CO oo oo
•p
s
oo a-4
CM CA
OS CM CM
M3 r-
O s O s osoo OO oo Eg 3 s 5;CO GO oo GO
a
s 1 1 1A
CA
fA
CM
r* -
CM s CO
5;
0 0 i r Gs 0 0S sCO
t i l
VO >- fA 
r -  « -  CNJ
I I
CO GO CO CO CO
% a
GO CO
h A Ü >
a 4 4 as
l A 0 CA r>-
CM 1 - 1-0^
0 0 GO 0 0 0 0
GO GO CO O s
CO GO CO 0 0
k u
k « 1 a
CA
CM ( A - q CM
(A r - C ^
OS O s OS O v
CO 0 0 CO CO
0 ( A O n r -
r -
1 CM 3 T T
'C 1 ON XA
CM SO 0 0
H  CM
a  r -  O s  m
C3 X A  I o o
4»  T  5  ^  r -
eg
OS XA
[S- so so
0 17 _
3 71 T
ci CA Ii F:
< ,0 t) t3
0 0
7 R
s
CM % i %
3 'jo 0 ?
CM
eg S
O  CM SO  CM CO OO CM
X A  T -  CA CM
3 3 3 3' "o'
r>-
O s
7 7 7 “
O s OA C—
O s 0 0 _ q s o
415
Table 7:iv A Paving sequence, Canfield Gardens
Hampstead Vestry Minutes
1 8 81;,
1 3  March
1 8 8 a,
2 7 March
1 8 8 U,
2 3 Oct
1 8 8 6
ia Jan
1 8 8 6 ,
28 Jan
1886,
1 Feb
1886,
11 Feb
The estimate of the cost of paving Canfield Gardens from '
Finchley Road to Broadhurst Gardens was stated to be £271;.8 .2d. I
The above paving works were deferred for six months.
The above paving works were to be executed at the house 
owners’ expense.
a) The above paving works were complete. The final cost was 
£l8U.10.11d. This part of the road was to cease being the 
estate's responsibility and become a parish highway.
b) The Works Committee of the Vestry were to report as to 
whether the built up part of Canfield Gardens abutting 
onto Priory Road should be paved.
As no application had been received from the inhabitants 
requesting that paving works be carried out, the Vestry 
considered ib inexpedient to pave the western end of Canfield 
Gardens, abutting on Priory Road. ■
a) The Vestry had received a letter from Dr C.J. Wills, of ! 
Broadhurst House, Broadhurst Gardens,requesting that Canfield 
Gardens be paved between Broadhurst Gardens and Compayne 
Gardens.
I
b) A second letter from Mr J.Caird of 20 Broadhurst Gardens, 
stated that Canfield Gardens was in a poor condition and 
should be paved.
c) The Vestry also received a memorandum from local ratepayers 
requesting that Canfield Gardens be paved in front of the 
nine houses already occupied or in the course of being 
occupied at its western end, abutting onto Priory Road.
Both letters and the memorandum were referred to the Works 
Committee.
The Works Committee, after due consideration of the points 
raised in the two letters above, concluded that it was premature 
to take any action as regards paving Canfield Gardens.
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Hampstead Vestry Minutes
1 8 8 6 ,
25 Feb
The Works Committee, after considering the ratepayers’ 
memorandum, concluded it would be inexpedient to pave the 
western end of Canfield Gardens.
1 8 8 6 ,
18 Nov
The Vestry had received two letters from Mr M. Hart and Mr E. 
Estcourt concerning the poor condition of Canfield Gardens; 
both were referred to the Works Committee.
1 8 8 6 ,
2 Dec
The Vestry concluded that the Parish Surveyor should make a 
report on the cost of making up Canfield Gardens, a) west from 
Broadhurst Gardens to and including no^l5 on the south side, 
and b) as regards the western end abutting on Priory Road that 
was built up on both sides.
1 8 8 6 ,
16 Dec
1
The Vestry had received two letters from Mr M.A. Green and 
Mr A. Billson, both residents of Canfield Gardens, concerning 
the poor condition of that road. They were to be informed that 
the Vestry was taking the necessary steps to pave a further 
portion of Canfield Gardens.
1887,
27 Jan
Canfield Gardens was ordered to be paved:
a) west from Broadhurst Gardens, before nos. 10 and 12 (north 
side}and* 3-15 (south side). The estimate of the cost was 
S219.l5.5d.
b) at its western end, abutting on Priory Road, before nos.72- 
90 and 101-121. The estimate of the cost was £61;6.3.2d.
1887,
21; Feb
The Vestry had not yet received sufficient payments from the 
house owners in Canfield Gardens to commence any paving works.
1887 
12 April
The Vestry had by now received enough payments from the 
inhabitants of Canfield Gardens to commence paving works on 
the length of road abutting on Broadhurst Gardens.
1887 
15 Dec ^
Both lengths of paving were complete in Canfield Gardens, and 
the final costs were as follows :
a) for the frontage before nos. 1 0  and 1 2 , 3 - 1 5  : £1 7 7 .1 0 .2d.
b) for the frontage before nos. 7 2 -9 0 , 1 0 1 - 1 2 1  : £5 7 5 .0 .^&.
A proportion of the latter sum was still owed to the Vestry. 
These road frontages were to become parish highways, and cease 
to be the estate's responsibility.
Hampstead Vestry Minutes 4 1 7
1888,
9 Aug
1888,
20 Sept
1889,
11 July
1889
8 Aug
1890,
11 Dec
The Vestry had received a letter from Mr Tomblin, requesting 
that the Vestry pave the road in front of his thirteen new 
houses in Canfield Gardens, or else he will do the work. The 
letter was referred to the Works Committee.
The Works Committee had given instruction for a further part 
of Canfield Gardens to be paved at the house owners' expense. 
The estimate of the cost was £325.8.1fJL, and the frontage 
affected was before nos. 6 0 - 7 0  and 8 5 -9 9 .
The Works Committee recommended that the remaining private 
part of Canfield Gardens should be made up at the house 
owners' expense.
a) The paving works in Canfield Gardens before nos. 60-70 
and 85-99 were complete. The final cost was £325.12.3d., 
some of which was still owed to the Vestry. This length 
of road was to become a parish highway and cease to be 
the responsibility of the estate.
b) The remaining private part of Canfield Gardens before
nos. lL-58 and 17-83 was ordered to be paved. The estimate 
of the cost was £1 0 5 0 .9 .9d.
The paving works in the remaining private part of Canfield 
Gardens were now complete. The final cost was £10U0.6.6d 
and this length of road was to become a parish highway, and 
cease to be the responsibility of the estate.
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Table 7 :i B Progress of building 
Carlile Estate, Hampstead 
Notes
1. House number are inclusive unless stated otherwise.
2 . denotes a sequential numbering sequence.
3. Once a frontage is complete it is omitted from subsequent columns.
U. Willoughby Road, between Denning Road and Willow Road.^ In the final
layout,four of the plots on the 1 8 7 8  map were reorientated to face 
Denning Road (numbers 197-200), the house on this frontage being 
erected on plots 2 0 1 and 2 0 7 .
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Map 2:i KEY
Boundary of the Borough of Camden as established 
in 1963.
Nineteenth century parish boundaries where they 
differ from the Camden Borough boundary
The boundaries of the Boroughs of Hampstead,
St Paneras and Holborn as established in l899 
where they differ from either the nineteenth 
century parish boundaries or the Camden 
Borough boundary
Nineteenth century parish names
Note The area of Saffron Hill comprises the Liberties of
Saffron Hill, Hatton Garden, Ely Place and Ely Rents, 
together with the Charterhouse and part of St Sepulchre.
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M ap 2:i:T H E  BOROUGH OF CAMDEN SHOWING LOCAL GOVERNMENT DIVISIONS
Map 2:ii A KEY
Hegietration District boundary 
Registration Subdistrict boundary
  —  Boundary change noted between 1861 and 189I
for Somers Town Subdistrict
Note: Hampstead Registration District & 1 parish are coterminous; similarly 
St Paneras. The Registration District of St Giles is 
coterminous with the combined parishes of St Giles in the 
Fields and St George Bloomsbury, while the Registration 
Subdistrict and parish of St George Bloomsbury are likewise 
coterminous. The Registration Subdistrict of Saffron 
Hill is coterminous with the Liberties of Saffron Hill,
Ely Place, Ely Rents and Hatton Garden, together with 
the Charterhouse and part of St Sepulchre.
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Map 2 :iii A KEY
  Parish boundary
Estate boundary 
Definite 
— Uncertain
Parish The estates
Karapstead Belsize’^Cfor its division into sub­
estates see Map 2 :ii B)
Canterbury House 
Carlile
Childs Hill. This was later fragmented, 
the Kidderpore Hall estate comprising 
one of the subdivisions 
Estate bordering Willow Road 
Eton , (Chalcots).
Eyre
Greenhill
Hillfield
Land Building Investment and Cottage 
Improvement Co. Ltd.
Maryon Wilson
National Standard Land Mortgage and 
Investment Go.Ltd.
Oaklands Hall 
Treherne House 
United Land Company 
Wells Charity 
West End House
West End Park or Sherrif f, ( part).
Williams
Abbey Farm
British Land Company
Cotton or Powell-Cotton
Map reference 
12
106
2
1
17
14
1 1
20
3
9
13
5
22
19
21
Coextensive with the submanor of Belsize.
+1 Together with Hampstead Heath, this comprised 
the greater part of the nineteenth century 
manor of Hampstead.
Note : It was impossible to establish boundaries for some estates;
in such cases either an uncertain boundary line is given, or 
alternatively, the ownership of an undefined area is shown.
The estates 
Agar
Bartholomew Hospital 
Battle Bridge
Bedford; (extends south into St 
George Bloomsbury and west into 
St Giles in the Fields).
Brewers
Buck Hawley, in the neighbourhood of 
the Regents Canal 
Calthorpe 
Camden
Cholmondley. The portion east of 
York Rise was acquired by the 
Conservative Land Society 
Christ Church Oxford 
City of London 
Cromer Lucas (or Lucas)
Crown 
Dartmouth 
Dartmouth Park 
Doughty 
Drapers
Foundling Hospital; (extends south 
into St George the Martyr and 
west into St George Bloomsbury). 
Harrison
Holly Lodge, comprising much of the 
property formerly known as the 
Bromwich estate 
Holmes
Mansfield; (extends west into 
Hampstead parish).
Mortimer
St Johns College Cambridge
Skinners
Somers
Southampton
Swinton
Torruano
Highgate New Town 
Maitland Park
Map reference
15 
12 
21
16
18
13
27
14 
6
10
29
22
17
1 1
5
28
3
26
25
7
20
19
1
23
9
30
31
12
r  ST ANDREW 
• HOLBORN
Map 2:iiiA : THE PARISHES OF HAMPSTEAD, ST. PANCRAS AND HOLBORN SHOWING ESTATE BOUNDARIES
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Map
1
2 a) 
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5 a) 
b)
Name of leaseholder 
1808
Thomas Roberts 
George Todd
James Abel 
James Abel 
Edward Bliss
Thomas Forsytdi 
Thomas Roberts
Name or otJier details of 
sub-estate
Rosslyn Park or Rosslyn House
a) Belsize Court or Belsize House
b) Ivy Bank
Belsize Park or Belsize House 
Hillfield House
a) Land developed soon after 1815
b) Land developed soon after 1864
Lund or Haverstock Lodge 
South End Farm
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M ap 2 :ivA : 1 8 6 4 . THE PARISH OF HAMPSTEAD SHOWING ECCLESIASTICAL PARISH DIVISIONS
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CHRIST CHURCH
ST JO H N
ST STEPHEN
HOLY TRINITY
ST PETER N
y l W _ R ^ l w a x
ST MARY KILBURN
\ ST MARY 
THE VIRGIN 
\ PRIMROSE 
HILL
ST PAUL
^ ^ T  : AUGUSTINE
y
H am p stead  p a rish  b o u n d a ry
E c c le s ia s tic a l p a rish  b o u n d a ry
M a p :2 iv B : 1877. THE PARISH OF HAMPSTEAD SHOWING ECCLESIASTICAL PARISH DIVISIONS
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CHRIST CHURCH
ST JO H N
ST STEPHEN
EMMANUEL
ST PETER
ST CUTHBERT
HOLY TRINITY
ST JAM ES
\ ST MARY , 
THE VIRGIN 
\  PRIMROSE J HILL
ST PAUL
I ST MARY KILBURN
H am p stead  parish  boundary
•NST \AUGUSTINE
E cc le siastica l parish  boundary
Map 2:ivD ; 1894. THE PARISH OF HAMPSTEAD SHOWING ECCLESIASTICAL PARISH DIVISIONS
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CHRIST CHURCH
S r \  LUKE
ST STEPHEN
ST JOHN
EMMANUEL
ST PETER
ST CUTHBERT
ST JA M ES
HOLY \T R IN IT Y
 ^ ST MARY 
THE VIRGIN 
/  PRIMROSE 
HILL /
ST PAUL
ST MARY K IL B U R N /'
PAUL
KILBURN
;   X  /
'•> ST : AUGUSTINEH am p s te a d  parish  boun d ary
E c c le s ia s tic a l p a rish  boundary
Map 2:lvE : 1903 . THE PARISH OF HAMPSTEAD SHOWING ECCLESIASTICAL PARISH DIVISIONS
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Map 2:y KEY
—  —  • Borough boundary
—  Parish boundary
------- Roads placed under the control of the Metropolis
Hoads Commission in l8z6
------ Roads which originally foi-med part of the Highgate
and Hampstead Trust and which were included under the 
1826 regulations
 — Marylebone and Finchley Road Trust, which was put under
the control of the Metropolis Roads Commission in 1850
— Kentish Town Jimction Road Trust
^  Toll gate or bar.
Termination of turnpiking: dates 
KEY
Under 9 Geo.IV ih.64 (Public Act) 1828, Albany Street
1828 was removed from the jurisdiction of the Metropolis Roads
Commission and placed under the control of the Commissioners 
for Regents Park. The toll gate was to be removed.
......  Under 10 Geo.IV ch. 59 (Public Act) l829, these roads in St
1829 Paneras were made the responsibility of the parish.
-------Under 26 & 27 Viet.ch.78 (Public Act) 1865, these roads in
1864 Hampstead and St Paneras parishes ceased to be turnpike 
roads as from 1.July,l864.
 Fortess Road, part of the Highgate Archway and Kentish Town
1865 Junction Trust, ceased to be a turnpike road as from
4.August,1865.
-------Finchley Road, part of the Marylebone and Finchley Road Trust,
1871 ceased to be a turnpike road as from 24.July,l871.
Note: Edgware Road ceased to be a turnpike road as from
1.July,1872. By that date, only part of the road within Hampstead 
parish was still under the management of the Turnpike Trust.
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HIGHGATE GATEHOUSE
y\
(Polfee station site)
M ap 2 :  v: THE BOROUGH OF CAM DEN, SHOWING THE DEVELOPMENT OF THE 
TURNPIKE ROAD SYSTEM, AND GIVING THE DATES WHEN THE ROADS 
SO  AFFECTED CEASED TO BE TURNPIKE ROADS
Map 2:vi K£Y
-. —  Borough boundary 
 Parish boundary
—  Roads on which barriers were located 
• Gate or barrier
Parish Position and description of barrier Date when barrier was
Hampstead Church Row gate
Fleet Boad rails and posts
ordered to be removed
1903
Unknown
St Andrew Featherstone Buildings posts 1893
Holborn Warwick Place, Bedford Row bars 1893
St Paneras Arthur Street _ 1893
Cambridge Place gate Unknown
Camden Park Road bar & posts 1893
Camden Mews bar & posts 1893
Clifton Road gates 1893
College Place barrier & posts Unknown
Cumberland Gate gate Unknown
Doughty Street gate. 1893
Endsleigh Street gate 1893
Fitzroy Park 
Footway, canal bridge.
gates Still standing
Regents Park posts & gates Unknown
Gloucester Gate gate Still standing
Gordon Street gate 1890
Gower Street bar & posts 1893
Harrington Square gate 1893
Heathcote Street gate & posts 1893
Little Brook Street posts Unknown
Maitland Park bars Unknown
Merton Lane gates Still standing
Oakley Square gates 1893
Prospect Place posts & bar Unknown
St Pauls Road gates at each end l893
Sidmouth Street gate 1890
Taviton Street gate 1893
Torrington Place gate & posts 1890
Union Terrace gate Unknown
Upper Woburn Place - gate & posts 1890
Wrotham Road gates & posts 1893
Source: PP 1882 (369) Ixi, p . 355 et seg; London County Council,
London Statistics. 7 , 1896-1897, (London, I897), p.292;
Local History Collection, Swiss Cottage Library, Correspondence 
Pile, St Paneras Streets; Hampstead & Highgate Express. 22.August,1903.
Notes
1. The location of two barriers in St Paneras parish remains undetermined, 
namely those at Union Terrace and Cumberland Gate, and these have been 
omitted from the map. In addition the exact position of several other 
barriers could not be determined, but the roads so affected are shown.
2. The barriers could obstruct the road, or footpath, or both.
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Map 2:v i: 1882. THE BOROUGH OF CAMDEN SHOWING THE POSITION OF THE BARRIERS 
ON PRIVATE ROADS
Map 2 :vii KEY
Date of Line Opening
1837 -----
1850-51
i860
1863
1868
1868-69 —  —  
1899------
A list of renamed stations
Name of Railway Company
London and Birmingham Railway; 
amalgamated with two others in 
1846 to form the London and North 
Western Railway.
North London Railway; originally 
the East and West India Docks and 
Birmingham Junction Railway, 
renamed in 1853.
Great Northern Railway
Hampstead Junction Railway
Metropolitan Railway; originally the 
North Metropolitan Railway, renamed 
in 1854.
Midland Railway
Tottenham and Hampstead Junction 
Railway. The spur to the Hampstead 
Junction line was opened in 1868 and 
that to the Midland Railway in 1870.
Metropolitan and St Johns V/ood Railway; 
later renamed the Bakerloo line.
Great Central Railway; originally called 
the Manchester, Sheffield and 
Lincolnshire Railway.
Borough boundary 
Parish boundary
Railway Company 
Hampstead Junction
London & North Western 
Metropolitan 
Midland 
* Now disused
Present name 
of station
Brondesbury
Finchley Road & Frognal 
Gospel Oak
South Hampstead 
Clialk Farm Road
Great Portland Street 
Euston Square
West Hampstead 
Lismore Circus*
Previous name 
of station
Edgware Road 
St Johns Wood 
Kentish Town
Loudoun Road 
Hampstead Road
Portland Road 
Gower Street
West End Lane 
Haverstock Hill
Note: Camden Town on the North London Railway was occasionally called
Camden Road.
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y# JUNCTION ROAD
HIGHGATE ROAo\
GOSPEL OAK 
-originally Kentish
KENTISH TOWNFINCHLEY RD& FROGNAL 1860 
originally St Johns Wood
\  .. WEST HAMPSTEAD 1868/^
\ " '^ MNCHLEY R
i»CAMDEN RD \
-originally HALK FARM RD 
-originally
Edgware Rd
SOUTH HAMPSTEAD 1879 I 
originally Loudoun Rd '
/
KINGS CROSS
ST PANCRAS
EUSTON SQUARE 
-originally
GREAT PORTLAND *v 
STREET 1863 \
-originally Portland Rd*
M ap 2;v ii: THE BOROUGH OF CAMDEN SHOWING THE DEVELOPMENT OF THE RAILWAY SYSTEM 
DURING THE NINETEENTH CENTURY AND GIVING THE DATE OF STATION AND LINE 
OPENINGS
Map 2 :viii KEY
The routes of the proposed railway lines
—  --- The Tottenham and Farringdon Street Terminus
........ The London and Birmingham Extension, terminating
at Farringdon Street
-----  The Direct London and Manchester Line, and the
London and Manchester Extension to the City
The North London Junction Railway
The Regents Canal Railway
The Direct Northern Railway Terminus at 
Holborn
The Extension of the London and Birmingham 
Railway to the East and West India Docks
The London Railway
The London Connecting Railway and 
Railway Transit Line
The National Junction Railway and 
City of London Terminus Company
Source: PR 1846 (91) xvii,p.5 et seq
These two lines were intended to share a 
common terminus bounded by Skinner Street 
(now Holborn Viaduct), Farringdon Street,
Old Bailey and Fleet Lane.
The former was to terminate near City Road 
(outside the bounds of St Paneras parish), with 
the latter having a western terminus bounded by 
Fleet Street, Holborn Viaduct, Shoe Lane and 
Farringdon Street, and an eastern terminus 
approximately bounded by Cock Lane, Cowcross Street 
and Farringdon Street. The Manchester Extension to 
the City was virtually identical to another scheme 
(not indicated on the map) for establishing a Central 
Terminus in Farringdon Street.
This line was intended to connect both the Great 
Western,and London and Birmingham Railway Companies, 
with the Eastern Counties line. Beginning at Paddington 
Station, it was to run eastwards to a junction at Chalk 
Farm with the London and Birmingham; from there it was to 
continue eastwards to join the Eastern Counties line near 
Bearbinder Lane, with a branch to a central terminus in 
Fore Street.
Intended to unite the railway lines north of the Thames 
with the docks, it was proposed to convert the Regents Canal 
into a railway line, with a City terminus in Aldersgate Street.
The company first proposed to terminate their line at Kings Cross; 
subsequently it was decided to leave the main line half a mile 
north of the originally intended terminus, and continue south to 
a central terminus bounded by Grays Inn Lane, Baldwins Gardens, 
Leather Lane and Holborn.
The line was to run east from Camden Town to the Docks.
This was intended to form a connection between all the existing 
termini in the vicinity of the Metropolis, both north and south of the 
River Thames. It was proposed to run from Blackfriars Road across Waterloo 
Bridge, thence via Tottenham Court Road to the Euston terminus of the 
London and Birmingham Company; from there to Somers Town, Kings Cross,the 
City Road and Shoreditch, and by Southwark Bridge back across the Thames.
This was intended to connect the railway lines north and south of the Thames. 
It was to run from Barking Creek along the north bank of the river,through 
Woolwich, Mile End, Hackney, Islington, Kentish Town and Shepherds Bush, 
and then south to cross the river. Branch lines were also planned.
This line was intended to connect all the railways north and south of the 
Thames, with one general City terminus near Farringdon Street. Branches to 
existing termini were also planned.
Parish boundary.
Note: These lines were made the subject of a Parliamentary Inquiry prior to which the London and Birmingham Company 
withdrew their plans for an extension of their line to Farringdon Street.
30
ST PANCRAS
ST GEORG&*
Map 2:viii: THE PARISHES OF HAM PSTEAD, ST PANCRAS AND HOLBORN,SHOW ING THE 
ROUTES OF THE RAILWAYS PROPOSED TO BE BUILT IN 1 8 4 6
Map 2:ix KEY
The routes of the proposed roads and railways
■ It was planned to open a new road into High Holborn via the east side of
Lincolns Inn Fields as well as to improve the existing line of Serle and Carey 
Streets and continue this line of road east to Cheapside. A new bridge over 
the Thames and certain improvements to the road network south of the river 
were also planned. A second scheme (not shown on the map) also proposed a 
new line of road between Lincolns Inn and Cheapside.
' ♦  ♦ It was proposed to continue Serle Street south to the Strand and to improve
the northern and southwestern approaches to Lincolns Inn by building new 
roads or remodelling existing ones. Carey Street was to be extended westwards 
to meet one of the new roads proposed to lead from the southwest corner of 
Lincolns Inn Fields. Improvements to the Thames embankment on the north side of 
the river were also planned as well as new road and rail lines south of the 
Thames; an underground line is shown as extending from Hungerford Bridge north 
to Tottenham Court Road.
  ---  The Crystal Way. This was a proposal to build a railway which would incorporate
a pedestrian way above the tracks. Fran Cheapside one branch was to run via 
the Strand to terminate at Picadilly, while a second would follow High Holborn 
and St Giles High Street, to terminate at Oxford Circus.
------- An underground railway was proposed to link the London and South V/estern lines
south of the river and those of the London and North Western Company to the 
north, via Kungerford Bridge.
-------  The Great Victorian Way. This was a proposal to build a road and rail line to
form a circle through inner London, north and south of the Thames. (A branch 
was planned to run to Picadilly Circus).
------- The London Railway Arcade. This was a proposal to build a road with a railway
running beneath it to link Cheapside and Endell Street; subsequently the line 
would branch and continue as a railway only, terminating at Hyde Park Corner 
and Westbourne Terrace.
This was a proposal to convert the Regents Canal into a railway, with links to the 
existing termini and lines at Chalk Farm and Kings Cross.
This was a proposal to utilise both existing and new lines cf road. The new roads 
were to run east to Commercial Road, as well as along the approximate line of- the 
later Clerkenwell Road; to the west they would extend to Trafalgar Square and 
Picadilly, the former following the approximate line adopted for 
Shaftesbury Avenue in the iSSOs.
It was planned to build a road from the north end of Grays Inn Road southeast via 
Guildford Place. This would terminate at Aldersgate Street, at the corner of 
Cheapside and Paternoster Row, and intersect a second new road running east from 
the junction of Grays Inn Road and Theobalds Road.
It was proposed to build a City railway terminus at Farringdon Street. The railway 
was to be carried south from Maiden Lane under a new line of road and certain other 
new and improved roads (not shown on map) were also planned to branch from this main 
line of communication. To the north of Euston Road several railway lines were 
proposed to form links with existing railway companies.
Parish boundary.
Source: PP 1854-1855 (415) x, p . 5 et seq.
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ST PANCRAS
H A M PSTEA D
St  GEORGE
% ST GEORCK^ , 
t  BLOOMSBURY'
\  MARTYR].
M ap 2 ;ix ; THE PARISHES OF HAMPSTEAD, ST PANCRAS AND HOLBORN,SHOW ING THE ROUTES OF 
THE ROADS AND RAILWAYS PROPOSED TO BE BUILT IN 1 8 5 4 - 5 5
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Map 3 ;vill KEY
The routes of the proposed railways
The North Kent Railway This was to terminate outside the bounds of Lambeth, in Union Street 
to the east. Two junctions with the South Western Railway were planned; one to connect with that 
Company's proposed extension to London Bridge and the other to run south east from 
Vauxhall.
  South Eastern Railway
The Company proposed to extend their line to Waterloo Bridge, with a terminus in Waterloo 
Bridge Road.
--------South Western Railway
The Company already possessed the necessary powers to extend their line from Nine Elms 
to Waterloo as shown on this map, and now proposed to carry the line further east, 
to terminate at London Bridge.
West End and Southern Counties Railway
It was proposed to build a railway, to run westwards from Deptford, through Peckham 
and Camberwell to terminate north of the river at Wellington Place,off the Strand.
The line would be carried over the Thames by means of Waterloo Bridge.
The London Railway
This was intended to form a connection between all the existing termini in the 
vicinity of the Metropolis, both north and south of the River Thames. It was 
proposed to run from Blackfriars Road across Waterloo Bridge, thence via Tottenham 
Court Road, Somers Town, City Road, Shoreditch and by Southwark Bridge back across 
the Thames.
The London Connecting Railway and Railway Transit Line
This was intended to connect the railway lines north and south of the Thames. It was to run 
from Barking Creek along the north bank of the river, through Woolwich, Mile End, Hackney, 
Islington, Kentish Town and Shepherds Bush; then south to cross the river near Battersea 
to form a junction with the South Western Railway at Nine Elms. From there the main 
line would run eastwards to Southwark and Rotherhithe, with a second line planned to 
follow the river bank, thus linking all the Thames Bridges from London Bridge to 
Vauxhall, and terminating at a station near Chelsea Reach.
The National Junction Railway and City of London Terminus Company
This line was intended to connect all the railways north and south of the Thames, with 
one general City terminus near Farringdon Street. A link with the South Western 
Company's line at York Road was planned, while the extension to the river bank was 
probably to make provision for a West End station across the river.
Source: PP l846 (91) xvii, p.5 et seq.
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CLAPHAM LAMBETH
Map 3-viii- PART OF THE PARISH OF LAMBETH SHOWING THE ROUTES OF THE RAILWAYS 
PROPOSED TO BE BUILT IN 1846
Map 3:ix KEY
The routes of the proposed roads and railways
------ The Westminster Terminus Bailway. Thie was proposed to run from Clapham to a terminus on
the north bank of the Thames. A branch leading southeast from the Clapham terminus is 
also shown, to join the West End of London and Crystal Palace Railway.
...... These were proposals to improve the road and rail system of north Lambeth.
a. Hungerford Bridge was to be widened to accommodate a road and a railway line/station.
b. It was proposed that south of the River, the railway would branch near Belvedere 
Road, one line leading to the London and South Western terminus at Waterloo, the 
other curving northeastwards to cross the river near St Pauls Cathedral. North of 
Hungerford Bridge an underground line would provide a link with the London and 
North Western Railway.
c. Two new roads were also proposed; one running parallel to the railway south of
the Thames as it curved northeastwards, and the other to form a link between
Lower Marsh and Westminster Bridge Road.
d. A new bridge to the east of Waterloo Bridge was planned, involving the extension 
of Duchy Street southwards to provide an approach road.
 — This was a proposal to build a railway line to link the London and South Western Railway
at Waterloo with the London and North Western Railway at Euston. Running via Hungerford
Bridge, the bridge would be enlarged to carry a road and a station. The line would be
continued southeastwards from a point near the Westminster Bridge Road.
■ ' ' Various proposals were put forward for extending the London and South Western Railway
from Waterloo to Hungerford Bridge, and for establishing a station and roadway on 
the bridge.
a. The lines could be extended to York Road and connected with the Hungerford Bridge,
the latter altered to carry a roadway, which would continue eastwards from York Road.
b. The lines could be extended to the River and connected to the Bridge, again altered
to carry a roadway which would run eastwards as indicated above.
c. The lines could be extended to a station on the Bridge which would be flanked on 
either side by a roadway.
-----  The Great Victorian Way This was a proposal to build a road and rail line to form a
circle through inner London, north and south of the Thames. T^he main line would cross 
the River between Lambeth and Westminster Bridges, while a branch to Picadilly would 
cross to the north, between Hungerford and Waterloo Bridges.
— — —  Metropolitan Railway Extension The Metropolitan Railway was already authorised to
extend as far as Cheapside; by this scheme it was proposed to extend the line to form
a link with several other railway companies, notably the Eastern Counties; London, 
Brighton and South Coast; South Eastern and London and South Western.
  Thames Bnbankment This was to run from Lambeth Palace to Southwark Bridge and carry
a roadway as far as Blackfriars Bridge ; beyond that point a quay wall was suggested.
Tidal basins were also to be created.
Source: PP 185^-1855 (1+15) x, p. 3 et seq.
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Parish boundary
C L A P H A M
Map 3:ix: PART OF THE PARISHES OF LAMBETH AND CLAPHAM, SHOWING THE ROUTES 
OF THE ROADS AND RAILWAYS PROPOSED TO BE BUILT IN 1 8 5 4 - 5 5
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Key to Registration Districts and 
Subdistricts
Map reference
Camden 1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8 
9
10
11
12
13
lambeth 1 
2
3
4
56
7
8 
9
10
Registration District 
or Subdistrict
Hampstead 
Kentish Town 
Regents Park 
Camden Town 
Somers Town 
Tottenham Court 
Grays Inn lane 
St George Bloomsbury 
St Giles North 
St Giles South 
St George the Martyr 
St Andrew Eastern 
Saffron Hill
Waterloo First 
Waterloo Second 
Lambeth Church First 
Lambeth Church Second 
Kennlngton First 
Kennlngton Second 
Brlxton 
Norwood 
Clapham (part) 
Streatham (part)
— — — Lam beth Borough boundary
w here it c u ts  a c ro ss  n ineteenth V'" 
cen tu ry  ce n su s  divisions
S o u rc e : M aps 2;iiA  a n d  3 ;«A
Map 4:i: ZONATION OF CAMDEN AND LAMBETH BY DISTANCE FROM CHARING CROSS, 
SHOWING CENSUS DISTRICTS AND SUBDISTRICTS
River T ham esCHARING
C R O S S #
R egistration District boundary
Registration S ubdistric t 
boundary
Caraden Borough 
boundary
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Map 4 ;1 1  
1893-4. The par­
ishes of St. George 
Bloomsbury and 
St. Giles in the 
Fields, showing 
cramped develop­
ment in the south 
contrasting with 
the more spacious 
layout of the 
Bedford estate 
to the north.
Source : Ordnance 
Survey, London,
25" to 1 mile, 
(1894-6, 2nd ed.), 
Sheet 61, revised 
1893-4.
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M a p  4 : iv  Northern Lambeth, showing the cramped development that 
prevailed over the district.
Source: C. Lee and J.D. Paine, Plan of the Parish of St. Mary 
______________Lambeth, Completed up to 1841, tp_l mil^.____________
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M a p  4: V Kentish Town
RHYL . STREM
I860. Showing the proposed route of the Hampstead Junction Railway.—
Source : E. Daw, Map of the Parish of St. Paneras in the County of Middlesex, 1860.
1894. The line of the Hampstead Junction Railway, showing the juxtaposition of houses 
and railway viaduct.
Source : Ordnance Survey, London, 25" to 1 mile, (1894-6, 2nd ed.). Sheet 38, revised 1894. 
a) Castle Road and b) Hawley Road, showing houses abutting onto the railway viaduct. 
Source: Photograph, 1977.
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M a p  4:vi Brixton
1) 1861. Showing the routes of proposed railway lines.—
Source: Smith's New Map of London and Environs,1861.
2) 1893-4. The London Chatham and Dover Railway, showing
several cul-de-sacs abutting directly onto the line,
and the juxtaposition of housing in general to the 
railway viaduct. The area of this map corresponds to 
the district enclosed within the dashed line on the 
1861 map.
Source: Ordnance Survey, London, 25" to 1 mile,
(1894-6, 2nd ed.), Sheet 102, revised 1893-4.

61
Map 4;vlll
1894. Southern Lambeth, showing the cramped development 
of the Norwood district.
Source : Ordnance Survey, London, 25" to 1 mile, (1894-6^ 
2nd ed.). Sheet 136, revised 1894.
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6 8
A The Lambeth Wick estate, showing the different classes of building.
1. 82 Vassall Road,formerly 2 Ampthill Place.
2 . 6 8 -6 6 Vassall Road, formerly 9 & 10 Ampthill Place.
3. 38-34 Cranmer Road, formerly 8, 7 & 6 Cranmer Terrace.
Source : Photographs, 1972.
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6 :iii B The Westminster Freehold Land Society Estate, showing the 
different classes of building.
1 . 37 Dulwich Road.
2. 40-12 Shakespeare Road.
3. 72 Effra Parade.
Source : Photographs, 1978.
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Hap ?:i A KEY 
Field names and areas
Map
reference
Field name Area
A. R. P.
1 Three Cornered Field 8 2 24
2 Summer Leys 34 1 39
3 Nine Acre Mead 8 2 39
h Bell Field i6 0 36
5 Rough Field Mead 14 2 2
6 Watery Mead 14 2 26
7 Parkers Mead 12 3 32
Source: Apportionment of rent charge in lieu of tithes 
in the Parish of St John Hampstead in the County of 
Middlesex, confirmed 26.August,1839» Ordnance Survey, 
London, 25 inches to 1 mile, (1st ed. Sheet 15, 
surveyed l866.
Kote: Part of the fields numbered 1,2 and h were sold
to the Metropolitan and St Johns Wood Railway Company 
for their line to West Hampstead.
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E s ta te  b o undary
F ield  boun d ary
F o o tp a th
M ap 7 :i  A: 1 8 6 6 . A MAP SHOWING THE LOCATION OF PART OF THE MARYON WILSON ESTATE 
IN WEST HAMPSTEAD, GIVING THE FIELD BOUNDARIES AND FOOTPATHS AS 
EXISTED PRIOR TO ITS DEVELOPMENT AS BUILDING LAND
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S u g g e s te d  road
Source: P lan of th e  H am pstead  E s ta te s ,  The P rope rty  of 
Sir S p e n c e r Maryon W ilson ,B art. To t>e so ld  or 
le t for building p u rp o se s , by M essers . Farebrother, 
Ellis, Clark & C o., 1876.
Note: C ertain  p lo ts  had  a lready  b e en  d isp o se d  of for
bu ild ing  pu rp o ses
gipsy l a n e
SOLD
M ap 7:iiiA; 1 8 7 6 . PART OF THE MARYON WILSON ESTATE IN WEST HAMPSTEAD TO BE 
SOLD OR LET FOR BUILDING PU RPO SES
Map 7:iv A KEY
Estate boundary
Boundary of building plot or take of land
Part of that section of the estate which 
was offered for sale on a freehold basis in 
1 8 7 5, (Map 7:ii A).
Hoad lines
Limit of road paving order 
Great Central Railway
East of this line the houses on the north side of 
Eroadhurst Gardens, from number 70 to and including 
number 30 on the corner of Canfield Gardens, were all 
demolished to make way for the Great Central Railway. 
Likewise certain premises in Canfield Place were 
also demolished and the road lost its exit into 
Eroadhurst Gardens.
Note: For the premises a) included on each building plot and b)
under the several road paving orders, see Tables 7=iA and 7:iiiA.
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26
32
28 38
24
30
30
29
42A
38 A
36
39A
34
39
M ap 7 :ivA : PART O F TH E MARYON W ILSON ESTATE, W EST HAM PSTEAD, AS DIVIDED INTO BUILDING PLOTS,
GIVING THE SEQ UEN CE OF ROAD PAVING ORDERS AND SHOW ING THE ROUTE TAKEN THROUGH 
TH E ESTATE BY THE GREAT CENTRAL RAILWAY
7 8
'^ G St H am p stead , show ing the  d if fe re n t  c la s s e s  of building. Source: Photographs 1978, 
1. G o ld h u rs t T e rra c e , look ing  w est tow ards Fairhazel G ardens from th e  ju n c tio n  of G reencroft G ardens and Broadh'urst 
Z. G reencroft G ardens, look ing  w est tow ards Priory Road from th e  junction  w ith Fairhazel G ardens.
3. W roxham  M ansions, (38 C anfield G ardens) on th e  corner of C anfield G ardens and Fairhazel G ardens.
Broadhurst G ardens .
I
Hap 7 = iE KEY
A chropolop-ical list of aEmissions to the various plots comprising the estate
Map
reference
Date of Person Description of Plot Area of Plot
Admission Admitted A. R. P.
1 2 8.Feb. 1814 E. Carlile a) Copyhold house and other 
buildings and land
b) Land once manor waste
c) Garden ground and pasture
2
2
0
0
25
12i
20
2 1 5.Feb. 1816 E. Carlile Copyhold land 9 1 10
3 1 1.Jan. 1819 E. Carlile A grant of waste land on 
which no building was 
permitted 2 30
It 2O.May.l822 E. Carlile A grant of waste land on 
which no building was 
permitted 1 00
5 2 6.May. 1873 J.Culverhouse Waste ground,subsequently 
surrendered to F.J.Clark 1 12
Source: Abstract of Title. British Land Company Ltd., to freehold estate in parish of 
Hampstead, (18 7 7), maps accompanying record of admissions to land in the Manor Court.
Notes
1 } Flots 1-4 inclusive comprise the estate as sold by the Carlile family to Mr W.E. Brown 
The family apparently possessed ten rights of way over Plot 5, which was held by 
Mr F.J. Clark, and subsequently acquired by Mr Brown. The whole comprises the estate 
as sold by Mr Brown to the British Land Company.
2 ) The source maps were severa.1 and varied considerably in scale. Hence the boundaries 
of the various admissions may not be wholly accurate.
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2 5  f e e t  a p p ro x .
E state boundary
Boundaries of the  several adm issions
H o u s e
Field boundary
Map 7;iB: THE CARLILE ESTATE, HAMPSTEAD, SHOWING THE CHRONOLOGICAL PROGRESS OF
A D M ISSIO N  TO TH E V A RIOUS PLO T S O F  LAND
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« O A
3 0  *•**
10 m etre*
Estate boundary
Building plot boundary
|S }  Building plots to be auctioned 
4th March,1878
Source: The British Land Company limited. Plan 
of Valuable Freehold Building Land at Hampstead 
Heath, Middlesex. For Sale by Auction on Monday 
4th March, 1878. In 29 Lots.
M ap
7-.ü b : t h e  c a r l i l e
e s t a t e  a s  d iv id e d  in t o
b u il d in g  PLOTS BV THE
BRITISH LAND COMPANY
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B The Carlile estate, Hampstead, showing the class of building 
erected.
1. a) & b) Carlingford Road, looking east towards Worsley Road.
2. 30 Kemplay Road.
Source ; Photographs, 1978.
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